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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We unperstanp that the Chief Clerks of the judges of 
the Chancery Division made an unusual number of 
‘orders’ before leaving for the vacation, and that the 
‘Chancery Registrars’ office is in consequence overwhelmed 
with work. 





We ang aurnorizep to state that at the Intermediate 
Examination, to be held in November next, and at future 
examinations, candidates will be examined as heretofore 
on Stephen’s Commentaries on the Laws of England, 
but omitting Book 4 on Public Rights, forming portions 
Of volumes 2 and 3. 


$78,366,061 3s. 4d. in consols and other securities, and 
$17,138,426 6s. 1d. in cash, besides a large amount: of 
foreign securities. 





THE RECENT ATTENDANCE of the Lord Chancellor in 
the Court of Appeal has been rendered at the expense of 
the suitors in the House of Lords, where scarcely any 
progress has been made since Whitsuntide with the 


pending appeals. Out of the fourteen cases in the list 
the law lords have decided only one English appeal and 
three Scotch appeals, exclusive of Green v. Lord Péne 
zance, for which a special arrangement was made, as 
being a case involving the liberty of the subject. Lord 
Hatuertey’s death is a great loss to the House, since 
Lords Carrns and Prnzance seldom render any assist- 
ance to the Lord Chancellor and the Lords of Appeal in 
Ordinary. 





Tue ConveyaNoinc and Law of Property Bill, which, 
according to the Times, reached the final stage in 
the Commons on Monday last, will go far to re- 
deem the present session from the charge of barren» 
ness 4s regards English legislation. A more carefully 
considered measure dealing with the law relating to the 
transfer of land has probably not been passed since 
Mr. Brovre framed his famous Act for the Abolition 
of Fines and Recoveries. The Bill was prepared last 
year under the direction of Lord Cairns, who was then 
Lord Chancellor. The draft was sent to the leading 
conveyancers at Lincoln’s-inn, who were invited to offer 
criticisms and suggestions. When these had been con- 
sidered the Bill was remoulded, and was introduced’ in 
the House of Lords as one of the Land Bills of the late 
Government. It passed that House, but the dissolution 
of Parliament stopped its progress through the House of 
Commons. It was re-introduced this session, having 
again been carefully revised; and, after passing the 
Lords, it was referred tou a Select Committee of the 
House of Commons for final amendment. The main 
object of the measure is to lessen conveyancing costs by 
implying certain ordinary conditions of sale on all pure 
chases; by implying general words and covenants for 
title in conveyances; by makirg certain powers inci- 
dent to the estate of a mortgagee, and by providing a 
statutory form of mortgage. The Bill also contains 
numerous other amendments of the law tendiug in the 
same direction, and many miscellaneous provisions, 
among which not the least satisfactory is that by which 
a lessee will be enabled, in most cases, to obtain relief 
against forfeiture of his lease. 





Tue provision cf the Conveyancing Bill relating to 
relief against forfeiture of leases proceeds upon the lines 
which, we believe, were originally suggested in these 
columns. The lessor is not to enforce a forfeiture until 
he has served on the lessee a notice specifying the breach 
complained of, and if the breach is capable of remedy, 
requiring the lessee to remedy the breach, and in 
any case requiring the lessee to make compensation in 








Tue report of the Comptroller and Auditor-General 
‘Upon the transactions of the Paymaster-General, on be~ 
half of the Chancery Division, which was issued on Wed- 
hesday, shows that the total amount of funds belonging 
to suitors of that Division on August 31, 1880, was 








money for the breach, and the lessee has failed within 
a reasonable time thereafter to remedy the breach if it 
is capable of remedy, and to make reasonable com- 
pensation in money, to the satisfaction of the lessor, for 
the breach. Where the lessor proceeds, by action or 
otherwise, to enforce a forfeiture, the lessee is enabled, 
in the lessor’s action, if any, or in any action 
brought by himself, to apply to the court for relief, 
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“and the court may grant or refuse relief, as the 
court, having regard to the proceedings and conduct 
of the parties under the foregoing provisions of this 
section, and to all the other circumstances, may think 
fit; and, in case of relief, may grant it on such terms, 
if any, as to costs, expenses, damages, compensation, 
penalty, or otherwise, including the granting of an 
injunction to restrain any like breach in the future, as 
the court, in the circumstances of each case, thinks 
fit.” The clause is made applicable to the case of 
an underlease; of a grant at a fee-farm rent, and 
to cases where the proviso of re-entry is inserted in the 
lease in pursuance of the directions of an Act of 
Parliament; also to cases where the lease is limited to 
continue so long only as the lessee shall abstain from 
committing a breach of covenant; but it does not extend 
to forfeiture for breaches of covenant against assigning 
or underletting, for bankruptcy, or taking in execution 
of the lessee’s goods, or, in the case of a mining 
lease, to forfeiture for breaches of covenant for allowing 
the lessor to inspect books or other things, or to enter and 
inspect the mine 


Tue procress made in the building of the Royal 
Courts of Justice during the last three months is not 
such as was made previously to the month of May last. 
As far as can be seen by the ordinary observer, no work 
whatever has been done in any of the courts towards 
their completion, and although this is not quite the 
case, yet no one of the twenty-one courts exhibits any 
material advance during that time. The two model 
courts which were fitted up for the inspection of the 
Lord Chaneellor and the judges have been dismantled, 


and will, it is presumed, be fitted according to the plan’ 


decided on, which is understood to be a combination of 
the two models. With two exceptions, the ceilings of all 
the counts are in a more or less unfinished state, and the 
walls are still devoid of the panelling or plaster which is 
to hide the brick-work. It would appear that the 
builders have of late concentrated their energies upon 
the rooms in the westerv block, which are, during the 
present vacation, to be occupied by the chief clerks of 
the chancery judges. These rooms are practically 
complete, and only require the furniture to be brought 
in in order to make them habitable. In the central hall 
the progress recently made is very marked. Scores of 
masons are at work putting in the groined stone 
ceiling. It is not possible at present to obtain a 
view from the ground of this ceiling, but a very 
good idea of what it wiil be like may be had 
from the scaffolding by those able to make the some- 
what arduous ascent. The joists for the slate roof 
which is to cover the ventral hall are now in position, 
and the slates might be put on at once, but for the 
necessity there is that the workmen who have to be both 
above and below the ceiling should have light to work 
by, and as they proceed every stone placed in position 
helps to obstruct the light from below. All other parts 
of the building are progressing but slowly. The whole 
of the scaffolding on the outside, with the exception 
of a small portion on the Strand front, has been removed. 
Regarding the building as a whole, we are not san- 
guine that Mr. Srrzzr will be able to accomplish 
his desire to hand the whole over in a finished con- 
dition by Easter next. There is yet time for him to 
do so, but more men should be employed in completing 
the courts. The wooden fittings for these are prepared 
at another place, and to put them in position need not 
occupy more than a month, but until the courts are made 
ready to receive them nothing can be done towards that 
object. It is understood that within the last few days 
all building and fitting opcrations in those parts of the 
Royal Courts of Justice which have already been 
handed over to the authorities have been transferred 
from the charge of the Board of Works to the more rapid, 
and less officia), care of the architect and builder. ‘The 





dilatory practice which obstructed the minutest processes 
in the nature of builder's work will by this transfer be 
avoided, at any rate for the present. 





Tue case of The Queen v. Most has now found its 
way into the law reports (29 W. R. 756, L. R. 7 Q. B.D. 
244), and, though we are not sorry that the court saw 
its way to the decision that the publication of such 
pestilent trash as the effusions of the prisoner was crimi- 
nal, it seems to us that the words of the statute have 
certainly been stretched to their fullextent. The words 
of the statute are, “ whosoever shall solicit, encourage, 
persuade, or endeavour to persuade, or shall propose: to 
any person to murder any other person, whether he be a 
subject of her Majesty or not, and whether he be within 
the Queen’s dominions or not, shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanor,” &c. Now, it hardly seems to us that the 
objection upon which the counsel for the defendant 
appears chiefly to have relied, and which was discussed’ 
at considerable length, and overruled by the court, was 
the greatest difficulty in the case. That objection, put 
shortly, seems to have been that, in order to constitute 
the offence, there must be some personal proposal to 
some defined person, or some effect produced or 
attempted upon the mind of a defined person: thata 
mere newspaper article, addressed to the world at large, 
or at best to an indefinite body of readers, could not be 
an attempt to persuade, or a proposal to, “ any person” 
within the statute. It seems to us that this argument, 
though plausible, is not sound. If the persuasion or 
proposal is intended to reach and affect some person or 
persons, though not directed at any definite person or per- 
sons, and though who that person or those persons whom 
it is to reach may be is undetermined at the time of the 
publication of the article, it is nevertheless in common 
sense an attempt to persuade, or proposal to, any person 
or persons to whose hands it may come. But to our: 
notion there was a greater difficulty in the case than 
that, though we do not say that this,, too, may not be 
got over. From the paseages cited in the report it 
would appear that the article which the defendant pub- 
lished was hardly an attempt to persuade to the murder 
of any definite person: it was in the nature of a general 
glorification of tyrannicide. We quote one or two of 
the strongest passages :— 

“What one might in any case complain of is only the 
rarity of so-called tyrannicide. If only a single crowned 
wretch were disposed of every month, in @ short time it 
should afford no one gratification henceforward still to 
play the monarch. But it is said, ‘ Will the successor of 
the smashed one do any better than he did?’ We know 
it not. But this we do know, that the son can hardly be 
permitted to reign long if he only steps in his father’s 
footsteps. Meanwhile, be that as it may, the throw was 
good, and we hope that it was not the last. May the bold 
deed which, we repeat it, has our fall sympathy, inspire 
revolutionists far and wide with fresh courage.” 


The indictment contained various counts, laying the 
offence in somewhat different ways, and with different 
intents, but the most material counts laid the intent as- 
being to persuade to the murder of the sovereigns and 
rulers of Europe generally, and to the murder of the 
Emperor of Russia, “ the successor of the smashed one.” 
The suggestion of a general intention against the 
sovereigns and rulers of Europe does certainly seem to us 
rather vague. It is perhaps a possible construction of 
the words relating to the present Emperor of Russia 
that they persuaded to murder him, though it is rather 
a strong construction, If, however, there was enough 
to go to the jury it would be swflicient to sustain the 
conviction. We cannot help thinking, however, that 
the words of the libel were rather severely strained 
by construing it so as to bring the defendant within the 
words “persuade or propose to any person to murdep 
any person.” 
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Mr. H. Fowrzr, who in the House of Commons this 
week divided the House on the vote of £116,115 
for the Chancery Division, does not appear to have 
properly read his brief, or, what is more probable, had 
not in his brief adequate instructions to enable him 
properly to fill the part he undertook. The item of 
£2,000 for writing, charged to the registrars’ office, 
appears to us to be a very small sum compared 
with the amount of business transacted in that office. 
Any one practising there knows well that without the 
writing which is done by a staff of writers who are not 
on the list of its officials the work of the office 
could never be got through. The time of the assistant 
clerks is almost wholly taken up with answering ques- 
tions, and taking in and giving out papers, and with book- 
keeping, and very little time is left them for writing. 
Again, on the subject of the Master of the Rolls’ officers, 
the same honourable member should have known that 
there are special duties performed by the cfficers of the 
Master of the Rolls none of which are performed by the 
officers of the other chancery judges. In moving. to 
reduce these votes members should not forget that the 
receipts produced to the public revenue from the civil 
courts far exceed the expenditure upon them, and that 
the Treasury is always on the watch to recommend any 
reduction they may deem necessary. 





Tue Conveyanctinc Briu, as sent down from the 
Lords, contained a clause providing that, ‘‘ where the 
solicitor of a purchaser finds that the title shown to the 
property purchased has been previously investigated and 
accepted on behalf of a purchaser through whom the 
title is deduced, it is hereby declared to be in the discre- 
tion of the solicitor to dispense with further examina. 
tion or investigation of the title so previously investi- 
gated and accepted; and a solicitor so dispensing shall 
not be answerable in respect of any loss that may arise 
thereby. Where the solicitor is acting for trustees, 
executors, or other persons in a-fiduciary position, those 
persons also shall not be answerable as aforesaid.” It 
may be remembered that in our comments on the Bill 
(ante, p. 312) we pointed out what a snare this pruvision 
would be to the unwary practitioner, and also how useless 
it would be. The Select Committee of the House of 
Commons appear to have taken the same view, for the 
clause has disappeared from the Bill. 








Increased facilities will be shortly given for the trans- 
mission of money through the post, if, as it is stated, is 
probable, Mr. Fawcett should decide to carry out an in- 
surance scheme which he has had under consideration for 
some little time. Under this scheme the public will be 
enabled to send money between places in the United 
Kingdom with absolute immunity from loss, and with 
practically as little trouble to themselves as is now in- 
volved in the making up and posting of a registered letter. 
The maximum amount insurable is not yet settled, and is, 
we believe, one of the principal points under consideration. 

Tn summing up,in an action for breach of promise of 
marriage at the Liverpool Assizes on Monday, Lord Chief 
Justice Coleridge, alluding to some remarks as to the ex. 
pediency of this class of action, said that what might be the 
i epangy conclusion of Parliament on the question he did 
not know. Parliament might think fit to abolish breach of 
promise as a ground of action, but it was much to be con- 
sidered before that consummation was arrived at whether in 
certain ranks of life women would have any protection 
Sg the misconduct of men, It was too much forgotten 

t these actions were often extremely useful in keeping 
People within the bounds of duty, which, if there were not 
lawe, they would avoid. It very often happened that a 
woman gave np, honestly and affectionately, the best years 


of her life to a particular man, and put aside all thoughts of 

marrying any one else, When that man dishonestly and 

illegally broke his. contract with her, the only compensa- 

tion she could obtain for the wrong done to her was to seck 
vy and substantial damages in a court of law. 





DISCLAIMER BY TENANT FROM 
YEAR TO YEAR. 


“ Anortce to quit,” said Chief Justice Best in Doe v. 
Froud (4 Bing. 560), “ is only requisite when the tenancy 
is admitted on both sides, and if a defendant denies the 
tenancy there can be no necessity to end that which he 
says has noexistence.” In that case the defendant ex- 
pressly stated in writing that he had not hitherto con- 
sidered the plaintiff as his landlord, and that he “ held 
as.tenant” to another "person, and Best, O.J., said, “‘ Et 
this be not disclaimer, what is?” In truth, under the 
circumstances of the case, it was not disclaimer at all. 
There never was any tenancy between the parties; the 
estate of the tenant for life under whom the defendant 
held had determined by her death; hence it was not 
@ question of disclaimer, but of whether there was any 
evidence of the creation of a new tenancy. It is of 
some importance to point out this distinction, as a good 
deal of confusion is to be observed in some of the 
cases and text-books upon this matter. Disclaimer 
can only occur where there s an existing tenancy be- 
tween the parties, and it is in truth nothing more (as 
Maule, J., said in Doe v. Rollings, 4 C. B., at p. 192) than 
dispensing with a notice to quit in the case of a tenant 
from year to year who would otherwise be entitled to 
such notice. 

Another point which seems very much to have escaped 
attention is, that it is in all cases a question of fact for 
the jury whether the words used by the tenant do or do 
not amount to a disclaimer. This was first settled in 
Doe v. Cooper (1 M. & Gr. 135), in which:case the judge 
at the trial left it to the jury to say whether the words 
used by the tenant amounted to a disclaimer. Upona 
motion for a new trial, on the ground that this was 
matter for the decision of the judge, it was held by 
the Court of Common Pleas that it was properly left to 
the jury; and Erskine, J., distinctly laid it down that 
“ whether or not the words used by the tenant amounted 
to a denial of the landlord’s title is a question of fact 
for the jury ” (p. 141). \ 

The general principle upon which a \jury will be 
directed to act in deciding the question whether words 
used by a tenant from year to year do or do not amount 
to a disclaimer was laid down by Tindal, O.J., in Doe v. 
Cooper (1 M. & Gr. 135), and has since been adopted in 
Jones v. Mills (10 C. B. N. S. 788), aud other cases. 
It is that there must be “ a renunciation by the party of 
the character of tenant, either (1) by setting up a title 
in another, or (2) by claiming title in himself.” 

(1) As regards the first of these modes of renunciation 
—viz., by setting up title in another—it is to be observed, 
in the first place, that a mere refusal to pay rent until 
the tenant has ascertained who is entitled to the rever- 
sion does not amount to a disclaimer, provided the 
tenant acknowledges his tenancy and professes himself 
ready to pay his rent to the rightful owner of the rever 
sion. Thus, in Doe v. Pasquali (Peake N. P. 0. 259, 
3rd ed.), the tenant of property which passed under a 
contested will frequently said he was ready to payhs 
rent to any person who was entitled to receive it, but as 
he doubted whether the will was duly made, he refused 
to pay his rent to the plaintiffs who claimed under it. 
This was held not to be a disclaimer, because the tenant 
professed himself ready to pay rent to any person who 
was entitled to receive it. Similarly, in Doe v. Cawdor 
(1 Cr. M. & R. 398), letters by the tenant and his soli- 
citors asking for proof of the title of the person claiming 
to be landlord were held not to amount to a disclaimer. 
In Doe v. Cooper (1 M. & Gr. 135) a statement by an 
under-tenant who had agreed to pay his rent to the 
superior landlord, in reply to a demand of rent, that 
“he held under H. and was directed by him to pay to 
the superior landlord, and he would dv so; for how did 
he know that he would not come and make a demand 
upon him,” was held not to be a disclaimer, and Tindal, 
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C.J., said (p. 138), that “ there were authorities to show 
that a tenant honestly inquiring into the title of a claim- 
ant is not thereby guilty of adisclaimer.” The tenant, in 
fact, had merely insisted on an agreementmade before the 
title of the claimant had accrued. In another case of 
Doe v. Long (9 C. & P. 773) a tenant had held land 
under a letting by several members of a family, it being 
agreed that the rent should be paid to D. Upon a de- 
mand of rent being made by one of the members of the 
family, who was really solely entitled to the land, the 
tenant said, ‘‘ You are not. my landlord.” The jury 
were directed that if the fair meaning of the expres- 
sion was that rent was to be paid to D., it 
would not amount to a disclaimer. A statement 
by the tenant of property which has been devised 
by a contested will, in answer to a demand of rent, 
that he has “received notice from the other party, 
and will not pay more rent till he knows who is the 
right.owner,” will not be a disclaimer, for he acknow- 
ledges that he is a tenant, and is ready to pay rent to the 
right owner (Jones v. Mills, 10 C. B. N. 8. 788). The 
observations of the court in Doe v. Rollings (4 C. B. 
188) must be taken to have been overruled. In that 
case a tenant, after a request had been made to him to 
attorn and agree the rent to be paid, said that another 
person claimed the property, and he would not pay any 
rent to the applicant, but would place the rent in the 
bank, and afterwards pay it to the person who might be 
entitled toit. The court held that no tenancy had been 
created between the applicant and the tenant, so that 
no question of disclaimer, properly so called, arose; but 
they went on to say that, if the defendant did hold as 
tenant te the plaintiff, “the setting up of an adverse 
title as a ground for refusing to pay any rent to the 


plaintiff was a disclaimer of the holding as tenant to the- 


plaintiff.” It is certainly difficult to see how a mere 
statement that another person claimed the property, 
coupled with an express acknowledgment of the tenant’s 
readiness to pay rent to the rightful owner, could be 
considered. as setting up a title in another, and there can 
be no doubt that the decision in such a case would now 
be different. But the tenant must be careful not to say 
anything which amounts to a definite acknowledgment of 
the title of a third person to the property. In Doe v. 
Pittman (2 N. & M. 673) a tenant, in reply to a demand 
of rent, said, “I have no rent for you, because A. B. has 
ordered me to pay none.” It was held that this was 
evidence of a disclaimer. Here there was no ayowal 
of the relation of landlord and tenant, or of readiness to 
pay rent to the person entitled. 

(2) As regards the second branch of the alternative— 
viz., the tenant claiming title in himself—it is settled 
that, in order to operate as a disclaimer, the claim made 
by the tenant must be necessarily inconsistent with 
the continuance of the tenancy from year to year. Mere 
insistance by the tenant upon an agreement for a lease, 
or for purchase of the premises by him, will not be a 
disclaimer. Thus,in Doe v. Stanion (1 M. & W. 695), 
@ tenant had agreed with his landlord to buy the 
property let tohim. After he had remained in possession 
for several years without paying either rent or interest on 
the purchase~money, the landlord's agent applied to him 
to give up possession, and he replied that he ‘‘ had 
bought the property and would keepit, and had a friend 
ready to give him the money for it.” This was held not 
to be a disclaimer, because it was not clear that the 
tenant intended to hold the estate on a ground neces- 
sarily inconsistent with the continuance of the tenancy 
from yearto year. ‘The defendant,” said Parke, B. 
(p. 703), had a double right—to enforce his bargain for 
the purchase of the estate, and to continue in the mean- 
time to hold it as a tenant from year to year, and his 
declaration is, in truth, no more than an avowal that he 
should insist on his contract of purchase, and was ready 
to perform it. This appears tu us to be quite consis- 
tent with the continuance in the meantime of the tenancy 
from year to year.” The case of Doe v, Hvans (9M. & 





W. 48), in which a tenant, who had come im. under a 
testator who had devised: the property to trustees for a 
term, in trust’ to permit A. to take the rents for life, said, 
upon receiving a: notice to quit from A., that “he did 
not think A. would have turned him out’ of possession, 
as she had promised’ that he should continue as tenant 
from year to year,” which was held to be a disclaimer 
of tenancy to the trustees; was explained by’ the court, 
on the ground that slight evidence of a disclaimer would 
be sufficient to remove the technical objection that. the 
notice to quit had been given by A. instead of by the 
trastees. 

But theclaim by the tenant, although not inconsistent 
with the existence of some relation between the parties 
of lord and tenant, must not be inconsistent with the 
relation of landlord and tenant as ordinarily understood, 
or it will amount toa disclaimer. Thus in Vivian v. 
Moat (29 W. R. 504) a man who had held a cottage 
from 1847 to 1866 at a rent of Ils. per annum had 
notice given him by the owner of the cottage that his 
rent would be raised. In reply, the defendant offered to 
pay ‘‘the customary rent of 11s. a year, but no more,” 
unless steps were taken by the plaintiffs within a month 
to substantiate their claim. The plaiutiffs wrote denying 
that there was any other relation than that of landlord 
and tenant between the parties, or that it was ever 
admitted that there was a customary rent payable on the 
premises. The defendants replied that they “ disputed 
the right’ of the predecessor of the plaintiffs “ to raise 
the rent, but they are ready, and hereby offer, to pay 
what is due in respect of the customary renf, 11s. a year, 
being, as they are advised, all that they are liable to pay 
in respect of the said property.” Mr. Justice Fry held 
that, as acustomary rent means a rent which by force of 
a legal custom enables a man to hold the land as long as 
he pays that rent, this was a suggestion that the late 
lord (and therefore the present plaintiffs) were not 
ordinary landlords of this estate, but were either lords of 
the manor or the owners of some other right which gave 
them a title to a customary rent which they could 
demand, and nothing more than which they could 
demand. That was, he thought, a distinct repudiation 
of the relation of landlord and tenant as ordinarily under- 
stood; and was the‘assertion of a right to hold the 
property upon payment of a customafy rent, which 
was inconsistent with that relation. 

In all the cases we have hitherto noticed the words 
relied upon as a disclaimer had reference to some denial 
of the title of the lavdlord, or repudiation of the 
character of tenant. What is the effect of a re- 
pudiation of some of the terms of an existing tenancy, 
without any repudiation, or even am express ac- 
knowledgment, of the character of tenant? This 
question arose in Hunt v. Allgood (4 O. B, 253). In 
that case parish lands had been let to labourers at a 
rent of 4s. per acre. The lands were afterwards in- 
closed, and the overseers and churchwardens raised the 
rent to 12s. per‘acre, in order to raise a fund for paying 
the expenses of the inclosure. The tenants paid the iu- 
creased rent for several years, and then, thinking that 
the expenses of the inclosare must have been paid off, 
they refused to pay the increased rent, and insisted that 
they were entitled to hold the land at the original rent 
of 4s. per acre. This was held not to be a disclaimer; 
and Erle, 0.J., said (p. 258), “It was supposed that 
this amounted to a claim by them to have au estate in 
the land which was inconsistent with the right of the 
plaintiffs; . . . a@claim, in spite of the landlord’s 
title, to continue to hold the land at 4s, per acre, But 
when we look at the circumstances under which the 
words were used, it appears to me that their more prob- 
able meaning was an assertion of their right to continue 
their tenancy under’ the plaintiffs at the rent of 4s. per 
acre,” 


——————————— 
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MAINTENANCE... 


Manrewance, which is defined by Hawkins as “an 
-officious intermeddling in a suit that no way belongs to 
one, by maintaining or assisting either party with money 
-or otherwise to prosecute or defend it ” (Hawk. P. C.; B. 
1, c. 83, s. 23), is clearly a misdemeanor at common law 
(1 Russell on Crimes, 259), and punishable by fine and 
imprisonment. It is also an offence by statute. The 
Legislature has usually coupled it with champerty, in 
which the offender maintains for the sake of getting 
to. himself part of the fruits of the judgment, and 
no less than eleven Acts of Parliament, which have 
been passed from. time to time for the suppression of 
-one or other or both of these offences, still lie unrepealed 
upon the Statute-book. If our memory serves us right, 
these Acts were marked down for repeal, as obsolete, by 
the Criminal Code—and obsolete in a certain sense no 
doubt they are, inasmuch as there has been, it may be 
safely said, no prosecution under them for at least a 
hundred years, although the civil consequences of the 
-offence have frequently been recognized in modern times, 
as in Hutley v. Hutley (L, R. 8 Q. B. 112) ; In re Paris 
Skating Rink (L. R. 5 Ch. D. 95¥); and see for a very 
modern legislative prohibition of champerty, the Attor- 
neys and Solicitors Act, 1870, s. 11. 

Whether maintenance as an offence, however, be 
“obsolete ” or not, it was settled once for ail by Ashford 
v. Thornton (1 B. & A. 405), that a law is not repealed 
by becoming obsolete; and it may be worth while to 
consider the effect of the more important of the many 
statutes on the subject. A selection only is necessary, 
for. it will be found that in this, as in many other subject- 
matters of legislation, the practice has been to legislate 
by reference, and to enact only that the pre-existing 
statutes should be put more diligently into force. 

The earliest statute is 3 Ed. 1, c. 25, which 
enacts that “no officer of the King by themselves, 
or by other, shall maintain pleas, suits, tee 
for to have part or profit thereof by covenant made 
between them.” This appears to be confined to 
champerty, but the point is not quite clear. The Acts 
4 Ed. 3, c. 11, and 7 Ric. 2, c. 15, however, are expressly 
directed against maintainers of quarrels and champetors, 
and must be read together. The Act 1 Ric. 2,c.7, is a 
very important one, and is directed against maintenance 
only. It enacts that no person “shall take nor sustain 
any quarrel by maintenance in the country, nor else- 
where upon a grievous pain; that is to say, . . . 
the King’s great officers upon a pain that shall be 
ordained by the King, . . other less officers upon 
pain to lose their offices, and to be imprisoned and then 
tansomed at the King’s will; and all other. persons 
through the realm upon pain of imprisonment, and to be 
Tansomed as the other aforesaid.’’ ‘The statute next to be 
noticed is the most recent: 32 Hen. 8, c. 9. This curious 
old piece of draftsmanship, after reciting that “the King, 
calling to his moste blissed remembraunce that there is 
nothing within this realme that conserveth his loving sub- 
jectis in more quietnes, rest, peace, and good concorde then 
the due and juste ministration of his lawes,” &c., &c., 
enacts that “from hensfurth all statutes heretofore made 
concerning maintenance, champarty, and embracery, or 
any of them, nowe standing, shall be put in due execu- 
tion according to the tenore and effectis of the same 
statates.” A penalty of ten pounds, recoverable by a 
‘eommon informer, is imposed by this statute, and we 
incline to the opinion (though the point is open to doubt) 
that this is a cumulative and not a substituted penalty. 

But the Act contains a section of very serious import, 

appears to have been overlooked in any searches of 
the Statute-book for proper subjevts of repeal. We 
transoribe it in eatenso so far as material :— 


“ And‘ over that, no person shall bargain, buy, or sell, or 
‘any Ways or means obtain, get, or have, any pretended 


any right or title of any person in orto any manors, lards, 
hereditaments 


tenements, or but ifsuch person or persons 
which shall eo bargain, sell, give, grant, covenant, or pro-. 
mise the same, their antecessors, or they by whom heor 
they claim theisame, have been in possession of the same, or 
of the reversion or remainder or taken the rents or. 
profits thereof, by the space of one whole year next before 
the said bargain, &c., upon pain that he that shall make any 
bargain to [sic] forfeit the whole value of the lands, &., 
so bargained, &c., contrary tothe form of this Act; and the 
buyer or taker thereof, knowing the same, to forfeit also the 
value of the said lands, &c., so by him bought or taken as ia 
abovesaid ; The one half‘of the said forfeitures to be to the 
King our sovereign lord, and the other half to the party 
that will sue for the same in any of the King’s courts of 


This enactment seems plainly to prohibit not only the 
sale of lands of which the seller is not possessed, but 
the sale of lands of which the seller has not been in 
possession for a year. It appears to have been acted 
upon in more than one case, of which Doe v. Hvans 
(1 CO. B. 717) is the best known, where the party selling 
was not in possession; but in the only reported case 
where it appears to have been relied on for the pu 
of avoiding a sale on the ground of the seller not 
having been in possession for a year, the party putting 
it forward was unsuccessful (see Cook v. Field, 15 Q. B. 
460). Looking to the large amount of transactions 
which are constantly taking place in contravention of 
the statute, and yet perfectly bond file, it may be 
suggested as desirable that it should be repealed at once, 
otherwise some common informer may reap a rich 
harvest by interposing before the year within which 
actions must be brought is over. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


CHARGING INTEREST AGAINST TRUSTEE. 
(In re Emmett, Emmett: v. Emmett, V.C.H., 29 W. RB. 
464.) 


This case carries a step further the rather obscure 
rules relating to charging a trustee with compound 
interest. The trustee of a will who received and held a 
fund in trast for his son, to be paid over at twenty-one 
years of age, and during infancy to apply the income 
for maintenance, &c., and accumulate the surplus, if any, 
continued to retain the fund after his son had attained 
twenty-one, and, although he made certain payments to 
him and on his account, did not formally explain te 
him his rights with regard to the fund. During part of 
the period he so retained the fund the trustee had set 
apart and properly invested the fund, but latterly ic had 
become mixed with his own moneys in his business 
of a solicitor, and a portion of it had been lost 
It must be taken to be established, notwithstanding 
the observations in Jones v. Foxall (15 Beav. 388), that 
compound interest will be charged against a trastee 
who, notwithstanding an express trust to acoemulate 
income, or surplus income, keeps the trast fends in hand 
instead of investing them. This rule does not appear te 
have been disputed in the present case, but it was con- 
tended that, as the trust to acewmulate only applied 
during the infancy of the cestui que trust, the trastee 
could not be charged with compound interest im reepeot 
of the period after the cestutd que trust attained twenty- 
one. But, Vice~Chancellor Hall pointed ont that, as the 
trusts ended on that event, the duty of the trustee being 
then to pay over the fund with the accumulations; if 
he deferred paying it over after that period, without 
the acquiescence of his cestut que trust, he must be taken 
to hold the fund on the same conditions as before—that 
is, upon trust to accumulate the income; hence the 
trustee was charged with compound interest throughout 
the whole period of retention by him. We must confess 





ts or titles, or take, promise, grant, or covenant to have 


to some doubt of the soundness of this decision, After 
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the attainment by the cestui que trust of his majority, 
the duty of the trustee under the trusts of the will was 
to pay over the fund and accumulations, and we do not see 
how any direction to accumulate so long as the fund 
remained in the hands of the trustee can be implied from 
provisions which contemplate the ending of the trust on 
that event. 

It appears from the report that the Vice-Chancellor 
directed the account to be taken at compound interest 
with hal/-yearly rests, upon the footing that immediately, 
throughout the period, that an amount became payable, 
that amount should bear interest. This is, in fact, 
double compound interest. Although half-yearly rests 
were directed in Raphael v. Boehm (11 Ves. 92, 13 Ves. 
407), Lord Eldon doubted (see 11 Ves. 111) whether this 
had ever been done before, and we do not know that it 
has been done since, except by Vice-Chancellor Stuart in 
Burdick v. Garrick (18 W. R. 387, L. R. 5 Ch. 233); and 
in that case, on appeal, the direction as to charging com- 
pound interest was struck out, and Lord Hatherley said 
that it was “erroneous.” In subsequent cases only 
yearly rests have been directed. 

The rate of interest charged in the recent case, how- 
ever, was only four per cent., although for a part of the 
time of retention the fund had been employed by the 
trustee in his business of solicitor. It is to be observed 
that in the case of Burdick v. Garrick the rate charged 
against a trustee who had employed trust moneys in 
his business of solicitor was five per cent., and Lord 
Hatherley said that the Vice-Chancellor was “ right in 
fixing the interest at five per cent., because these funds 
were made use of by the defendants, who must be 
presumed to have received interest at that rate.” Both 
as to the half-yearly rests and the rate of interest, the 
decision in the recent case is clearly inconsistent with 

the decision in Burdick v. Garrick. 





SEVERANCE OF TRUSTEESHIP. 

(In re Grange, Cooper v. Todd, Fry, J., 29 W. R. 502.) 
The court will not execute trusts piecemeal ; hence where 
estates of different tenure or description, or as to which 
different trusts are declared, or are vested by the creator 
of the trust in the same trustees, with the ordinary power 
of appointing one set of new trustees, the court will not 
appoint one set of trustees as regards one part of the 
property, and another set as regards another part. Bat in 
Re Dennis's Trusts (12 W. R. 575), where all the trustees 
had died, the court, with the consent of the representa- 
tives of the surviving trustee, appointed new trustees of 
one part of the property without dealing with the other 
parts. In the recent case a testator gave freehold and 
leasehold estate, by several specific gifts, on trusts, 
substantially similar, for several classes of persons re- 
spectively, with cross-remainders in the case of all the 
gifte. Many of the cestuis que trust were not sui juris; 
but Mr. Justice Fry held that, with the consent of all the 
present trustees and all the cestuis que trust who were 
sui juris, separate trustees of separate parts of the 
property might be appointed. It may be suggested that 
it would be convenient to confirm the precedent thus 
set by conferring on the court by legislation express 
power to sever trusteeships. In the case of real properties 
of different descriptions, and widely separated as regards 
locality, it may often be a saving of expense, and 
expedient on other grounds, to have different sets of 
trustees. 





VESTING ORDER UNDER TRUSTEE ACT, 1850, 
(In re Holland, James and Cerrom, L.JJ., 29 W. R. 449). 

Section 3 of the Trustee Act, 1850, enables the court, 
when any lunatic shall be seised of any lands upon any 
trost, ‘to make an order that such lands be vested in 
such person or persons in such manner and for such 
estate” as the court shall direct. In the recent case a 
sole trustee had becume lunatic, and it was asked that the 


Trevor’s Taxes on Succession. 


was sui juris and absolutely entitled. This the Lords 
Justices declined to do, on the ground that it would be 
administering the trusts, and the principle on which the 
court acts under the Trustee Acts is not to administer: 
the trusts. 





REVIEWS. 


TAXES ON SUCCESSION, 

By Gvetyn Faeetx 
and Rospert J. ‘Wattace, of the Legacy and Suc. 
cession Office. Fourtx Epition. Stevens & Sons, 


We notice this work at once in order to point out: 





that in chapters 1 and 2 the provisions of the recent 
Customs and Revenue Act as to Account Duty are set. 
out, and the forms relating to it are given in chapter 5 ;. 
and also in order to call attention to the new Treasury 
Minute, noticed in the addenda, under which the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue are authorized to charge. 
interest at five per cent. in lieu of ten percent. on stamps 
for probate duty given on credit, and to dispense with 
sureties where they are satisfied with the security of the 
executor or administrator. 
remains substantially unaltered, and we have recently 
expressed our favourable opinion of it. 


The book in other respects 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE SUMMARY JURISDICTION ACT, 1879. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will you allow me to draw attention to what. 
appears to be an inconsistent omission in the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act of 1879—viz., in not giving to justices 
the power to adjudicate in offences committed by obtain- 
ing goods under false pretences, as well as in cases of 
larceny, receiving stolen goods, embezzlement, &c. ? 
During the last few months important cases of em- 
bezzlement by confidential servants and others have been 
dealt with summarily by the justices of this borough, 
the defendants having pleaded guilty. Amongst the 
cases brought before the bench for obtaining goods by 
false pretences I will instance two: the first, of a man 
unknown to the police, who obtained from a shopkeeper 
goods to the amount of 8d. Having no friends, bail was 
not asked for. He remained two months in prison 
awaiting his trial at the sessions; it might have been 
three months, The other case is of a boy, fourteen 
years of age, who obtained 74d. by a false pretence. 
The justices had no alternative but to send this child 
from Ipswich to Bury to be tried before Lord Justice 
Bramwell at the assizes there, held on the 2nd inst. 
In each of these cases witnesses were put to con- 
siderable inconvenience, and the borough to what appears 
a very unnecessary expense. 
I enclose my card, and beg to subscribe myself, 
Ipswich, August 9. J. P. 





In Committee of Supply of the House of Commons ot 
the 5th inst., on a vote to complete the eum of £5,442, for 
the Land Registry Office, Sir W. Barttelot complained of the 
condition of the office, which rendered little service. 
asked whether it was intended to make it of any use, of 
whether it was intended to continue it as at present. ‘The 
Solicitor-General admitted that the yate of the office was not 
satiof . It wasa charge upon the revenue which the 
amount of good it did did not jastity. No one regretted this 
more than the registrar, who had resigned a lucrative 
practice to a this office, He only regretted that he was 
not able to render greater service to the public. The Govern- 
ment did not view the position with satisfaction, and they 





trust property should be vested in a cestui que trust who 


would not lose tight of it. 
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CASES OF LAST WEEK. 


DzBtor’s Summons—Srayinc Proceepines—Drscre- 
tion or Court—Bankeurtcy Act, 1869, s. 7.—In a case 
of Ex parte Mapleson, before the Court of Appeal on the 
4th inst., a question arose as to the staying of proceedings 
on adebtor’s summons. The summons had been issued in 
respect of a judgment debt, the validity of which the debtor 
did not dispute, but he claimed to have the proceedings sus- 
pended, on the ground that he desired to bring an action 
against the summoning creditor in respect of an alleged 
breach by him of a contract entirely independent of the 
judgment debt, and -he wished to be able to set off the 
damages which he might recover in that action against the 
judgment debt. The court (Lord Szczorne, C., and Brerr 
and Corton, L.JJ.) held that there was n> ground for 
staying the proceedings, Lord SeiporNe said that a claim 
for unliquidated damages did not constitute a set-off against 
a judgment debt. Section 7 of tho Act said that the 
debtor might apply to the court to dismiss the summons 
on the ground that he was not indebted to the summoning 
creditor, or not indebted in the sum of £50, and then the 
court might stay all proceedings on the summons for such 
time as would be required for the trial of the question re- 
lating to the debt. The present application was not made 
‘on any of the grounds there specified. Corron, L.J., 
said that the court had a discretion to stay proceedings 
on a debtor’s summons when there was any doubt as to the 
validity of the debt claimed ; there was no such discretion 
when there was no such doubt,—Sotictrors, J. & R. Gole ; 
Davidson § Morriss. 


Composition ReEsoLUTIONS—REGISTRATION—WANT OF 
BONA FIDES—SMALL AMmouNT oF ComposiTioN—Duty oF 
ReGcisTRAR—Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 126 —Bankruprcy 
Rouwezs, 1870, rn. 295.—In a case of Ex parte Williams, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 4th inst., a question arose as 
to the registration of composition resolutibns. The debtor’s 
statement of affairs showed that his debts amounted to 
£1,167, and that he had no assets. The statu- 
tory majority of the creditors resolved to accept a com- 
position of twopence in the pound, payable in three 
months from the registration of the resolutions, no secu- 
rity being given for its payment. No creditor opposed 
the registration of the resolations, but Mr. Registrar Pepys 
refused to register them, on the ground that that they had 
been passed solely in the interest of the debtor, and not 
for the benefit of the creditors. On the appeal it was 
urged that, in the absence of opposition by the creditors, 
the registrar was bound to register the resolutions, re- 
liance being placed on the decision of the Chief Judge in 
the almost exactly similar case of Ex parte Elworthy (23 
W. R. 790, L. R, 20 Eq. 742). The court (Lord Sex- 
BorNE, O,, and Brett and Corron, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
registrar’s decision, Lord Setpornz, C., expressed his 
assent to tke principle laia down by Lord Justice James, 
in Ex parte Terrell (25 W. BR. 153, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 293), 
thus—“ This court has laid it down that the resolutions 
taust be passed Jond fide in the interest of the creditors, and 
must not be mere sham resolutions. The facts of the pre- 
sent case show that the resolutions could not have been 
passed Jond fide. The debtor had no assets; he merely 
gives his promise to pay the composition, and nobody else 
Offers to give any security for it ; the creditors merely accept 
the hope that the son will in the course of a month find the 
Money to pay it. That is not the sort of arrangement 
which, as it appears to me, was contemplated by the Act as 
one which could bind the dissentient minority of the credi- 
tors.” It was not in accordance with the true intention, or 
With the spirit and justice, of the Bankruptcy Act that 
#uch an arrangement as had been come to in the 
lege case under the name of a composition should be 

posed by any number of creditors who chose to 
vote for it upon the dissentient minority. Such 
Tesolutions could not have been passed in the inter- 
est of the creditors, but must have been passed to 
favour the debtor. Brerr, L.J,, said that in such a case 
the registrar was bound to refuse registration. Corron, 
LJ., was of opinion that, though there was no opposition 
to the registration, the registrar was bound to refuse to 
register the resolutions, if upon the evidence he came to 





the couclasion that they were passed solely in the inter- 
est of the debtor. Toe Act gave the majority of the 
creditors very large powers to bind the aera and 
they ought to be Sretly watched in the exercise of those 
powers.—Soricitor, E. Farman. 


ComposiTIoN REsoLuTioNs—REGISTRATION—PRESENCE OP 
Destor at Mgetinc—Banxrurtcy Act, 1869, s. i26, 
SUB-SECTION 4—BanxkruPrcy Ross, 1870, zr. 295.—In a 
case of Ex parte Best, before the Court of Appeal on the 
5th inst., a question arose: as to the registration of 
composition resolutions. Mr. Registrar Murray had refused 
to register the resolutions, on the ground (inter alia) 
that he was not satisfied that the requirements of the 
Bankruptcy Act with regard to the presence of the debtors 
at the first meeting of the creditors had been complied with. 
Section 126 of the Act provides, by sub-section 4, that “ the 
debtor, unless prevented by sickness or other cause satis- 
factory to such meetings, shall be present at both the 
meetings at which the extraordinary resolution is passed, and 
shall answer any inquiries made of him, and he or, if he isso 
prevented from being at such meetings, some one on his 
behalf shall produce to the meetings a statement showing the 
whole of his assets and debts, and the names and addresses 
of the creditors to whom such debts respectively are due.” 
The evidence as to what took place in the present case at 
the first meeting was conflicting. It was alleged that the 
debtors, though not actually present in the room in which 
the meeting was held, were in an adjoining room; that the 
creditors were aware of this ; and that the debtors would 
have come into the meeting at once if any of the creditors 
had expressed a wish to ask them any questions. Ona the 
other hand, it was said that the solicitor of one of the 
opposing creditors expressed a wish to the chairman of the 
meeting to examine the debtors, and that his request was not 
complied with. He did, however, examine them at con- 
siderable length at the second meeting. It was stated that 
it is the ordinary practice at meetings of this kind in the 
City of London for the debtors not to be present in the room 
in which the meeting is held, unless the creditors 
desire their attendance, but for them to beinanadjoining room, 
from which they can be readily summoned if they are wanted, 
The reason. for this custom was said to be that the creditors 
prefer to discuss the affairs of a debtor in his absence, 
because they can express their opinions more freely than 
in his presence. The court (Lord Seuporns, C., and 
Bretr and Corron, LJJ.) affirmed the registrar's 
decision. Lord Sexporne said that the directions of the 
Act as to the presence of the debtor at the meetings were not 
merely formal, but were evidently intended for important 
and substantial purposes. Unless he was prevented by the 
causes specified in the Act he was to be present at the first 
meeting, and personally to put in his own statement of affairs. 
There were very good reasons why this should be required. 
These composition arrangements ought to be perfectly fair 
and above board, and all the information should be given to 
the creditors at the first meeting which was n to 
enable them to decide what course they would adopt. the 
proper information was not given at the first meeting the 
matter came before the second meeting with some prejudice, 
It was not at all necessary to lay down that there might not 
be a substantial compliance with the requirements of the 
statute, though they were not complied with ia form, as was 
held in Ex parte Grunelins (Weekly Notes, 1876, p. 244). 
There the Court of Appeal held that the requirements of the 
statute had been substantially complied with, though the 
debtor did not actually come into the room where the 
meeting was held, on the ground that no creditor required 
him to do so; and that the creditors either voluntarily dis- 
pensed with his attendance, or were satisfied that he was 
absent for good cause. His lordship was not prepared to say 
that under the special circumstances of that case there might 
not have been extremely reasons for that conclusion. 
And it was to be observed that there the Court of A 
was not reversing the registrar's decision, but was declining 
to disturb his order. All that his lordship could say was 
that he did not think that the absence of the debtor sh 
in any case be ed as an unimportant or immaterial 
circumstance ; bat if the court was satisfied that, th he 
had been absent, there had been a substantial nce 
with the requirements of the Aot, it ought to come to that 
conclusion on a view of the whole evidence. In the present 
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case there need = grest conflict in the evidence as to = 
epportunity which was given ta the creditors of calling for 
the of the p org But the fatal flaw in the 
enviien sendhia that henwanbantien @ misconception 
of the requirements of the statute, I¢ seemed to have been 
sup , not that the debtors were bound to appear unless 
their presence was dispensed with by the creditors, but that 
they need not appear unless the creditors called for them. 
This was a misconception of the requirements of the Act. 
‘The evidence in the t case was conflicting; but, on 
thewhole, his lordship came to the conclusion that the 
solicitor of one of the creditors expressed a ‘wish 
that the debtors should come into the meeting, 
and that, under the circumstances, their absence 
was very material. Their solicitor knew, and did 
not state to the meeting, that five days before the petition 
was filed a sum of £1,200 had been received by the debtors, 
and paid away by them under circumstances which at the 
first blush looked 2s like a fraudulent preference as possible. 
That this should be known and not stated to the meeting 
appeared to his lordship extremely wrong, and he believed it 
‘was purposely withheld. Moreover, though the creditor's 
solicitor examined the debtors at the second meeting, he met 
with treatment amounting to intimidation. On the whole, 
his lordship could not dissent from the conclusion of the 
registrar, Brett, L.J., thought thetrue interpretation of 
the provision of section 126 was that the debtor should be 

Hy present at the meeting and should personally 
ng in bis statement of affairs, unless prevented by sickness 
or other cause satisfactory to the meeting, and his lordship 
eould not accede to the argument that he might be present 
by his egent and hand in his statement by his agent. It 
was said that these requirements were in favour of the 
creditors, and that they could waive them if they chose. 
His lerdship thought they could not waive them except in 
the cases menticned in the Act. He was not prepared to 
say that there might not be circumstances in which it might 
be said that a debtor was present at a meeting though he 
was rot actually in the room; but they must be very special 
circumstences. There was nothing to justify such a con- 
eclosion in the present case. Corton, L.J., eaid that if the 
eust«m in the City was such as it was alleged to be, all he 
could eay was that it was contrary to the Act. The Act re- 
@vired as a rule that the debtor should be personally present ; 
the provision as to the production of the statement of affairs 
showed that personal presence was intended. Of course there 
might te c’rcumstances in which, though not actually in the 
room, the debtor might be treated as present. And, though 
if any creditor desired to ask the debtor questions the 
majerity could not prevent him from doing so, it would 
be another matter if all the creditors excused his presence. 
If the custom was that as a role the debtor should not be 
in the room unless the creditors sent for him, it was con- 
trary to the Act; the debtor ought to be there unless the 
creditors excused bim.—Soxicrons, F. Bradley ; Munns & 
Longden ; Jones & Hall. 


Locat Boarp — Disquatirrep 
Pesatry—Poustic Hearru Act, 1875 (88 & 39 Vict. c. 
55), scueDuLE 2, ne. 64, 70.—In a case of Fletcher v. 
Buden, vefore the Court of Appeal on the Sth inst., the 
question arose whether, if a member of a local hoard does 
an act, such as taking s contrect with the board, which 
by rule 64 of schedule 2 of the Act has the effect of 
making him to cease to be a wember and rendering his 
Office vacant, he is liable to oi ats A wenn me 
tule 70 upon “* person, not being duly qualifi 
Spetbupmedtoer etek benek, or not baving made 
and subscribed the declaration required of him by this 
Act, cr being disabled from acting by any of this 
Act, acte as euch member.” Bat rule 70 also provides 
that “sll acte and proceedings of person disqualified, 
Sissbled, or not duly qualified, shall, if done iously to 
the recovery of the penalty, be valid and effectoal to all 
intents end yp ” The action was brought by s rate- 
peyer of the district of a locel board to recover the 
statutory penalty of £50 from a member of the board who 
had scted while he wae disqualified by reason of his having 
entered into & contract with the board. The court 

MwELL, Burr, and Cotton, 1.33.) differed in opinion. 

RamwELl, L.J., eaid that the proper conclusion, as o 
matter of fact, from the evidence, was that the defendant 
was concerned in “a bargain or contract entered into by 


overruled by Lewis v. Carr. 
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the board.” The consequence, therefore, declared in rule- 
64 followed—viz., that ‘‘he ceased to be a member of it, 

and his office as such thereupon became vacant.” It might. 
be, also, that while such contract existed he was ineligible ;: 
for it was difficult to suppose that he could be re-elected, 

or that a could be elected who had a contract with 

the board. His lordship was not clear upon this, however, 
as it might be that all that the statute meant was that 
the propriety of his condact should be referred to his con-- 
stituents, as in the case of a member of the Honse of 
Commons accepting office under the Crown. Be this as it 

might, be was not re-elected. He “ceased to be a. 
member.” Was then a man who had been, but was not 

a member, within these provisions? But the question 

might be reduced to this—whether a man who ‘was not a 

member was within these provisions. Why should he be? 
Why shoulda penalty be put on a man for doing what the 

members of the te could prevent his doing? His having- 
neo right to do so must be known to them or some;of them, 

if they did their duty. Wasa man returned, bat unseated 
on some inquiry for want of the requisite votes, subject to 

this penalty ? He was not within the protection of the 
last clause of rule 70. His lordship could see no reason 

for holding such a person liable to a penalty. If the statute 

had said that any member of the board becoming party te 

acontract with it should be liable to a penalty and vacate 
his seat he could understand it; but bis lordship could not 
see why, if no penalty attached to the entering into the 
contract except the loss of his seat, there should be a 
penalty for acting without re-election, any more than if he 
had never been elected. It might be that the mischief 
contemplated by the statute would not be prevented. The 

best way to do that would have been to make it penal 
for a member of a board to enter into a contract with it. 
In truth it was difficult to apply the principle of the 
statute to 4 trifling case like this. His lordship could not 
distinguish the case from Lewis v. Carr (L. R.1 Ex, D. 484)... 
If Nicholson v. Fields (7 H. & N. 810) was in point, it was 
Yet those who decided Lewis 
v. Carr did not think they were overruling Nicholson v. 
Fields. His lordsbip could not see any reason for implying a 
pevalty applicable to such a case as the present—viz., a case 
where a non-member acted. Brett, L.J., thought that the 
ease was clearly within rule 64. The defendant was a 
member of a local board, and being qualified in every other 
respect, he did something which was prohibited by that rule, 
avd thereby became incapable of acting and ceased to be @ 
member. Then came rule 70, which provided that any per- 
son “who, not being duly qualified . . . or being dis- 
abled from acting by any provision of this Act, acts as such 
member, shall be liable to a penalty of £50.” The ease 
seemed to his lordship to come precisely within those words. 
Indeed, if the words did not apply to such a case as this, he- 
could not see to what they did apply. Oorron, L.J., agreed 
a Brett, L, J.—Sonicrtors, Lliffe, Russell, Co.; J. ¢ B. 
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Banxruprcy—ProrecreD TRransaction—E.ecit—Deg- 
Livery oF Goons By Saerirr TO ExecuTion OrEepitor— 
Notice or Act oy Bankruprcy—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1869, 
ss. 6, 87, 95 (suB-secTION 3).—In a case of Ew parte 
Vale, before the Court of Appeal on the 28th ult., an im- 
portant question arose as to the operation of the 
clause (section 95, sub-section 3) of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, in relation to a delivery by the sheriff to an 
execution creditor of goods seized under a writ of elegit 
—viz,, whether the delivery is a sale within the meuning 
of the sub-section ; and there was the further question ag 
to the actof bankruptcy of which the execution creditor 
must have notice in order to prevent his availing himself of 
the protection. Section 95 provides that “subject and 
without prejudice to the provisions of this Act relating to 
the proceeds of the sale and seizure of goods of a trader, and 
to the provisions of this Act avoiding certain settlements, 
&c., the Pets vgs oH 7 ay in — to the 
property of a bankrupt sha valid, notwithstanding any 
prior | of Gunhvaster :—(3) Any efecution or attachment. 
against the goods of any bavkrupt, executed in good faith by 
seizure and gale before the dave of the order of adjudication, 
if the person on whose account such execution or attachment. 
was issued had not at the time of the same being 
by seizure or sale notice of any act of baokruptey committed 
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by the bankrupt, and available against him for adjudication.” 
The facts were shortly these :—Goods of a judgment 
debtor were seized by the sheriff under a writ of elegit 
issued by the judgment creditor upon the judgment, and 
were afterwards in due course delivered by the sheriff, at 
the value appraised by the jury on the inquisition, to the 
creditor in satisfaction pro tanto of the debt. The debtor 
had committed-an act of bankruptcy before the seizure, 
bat the creditor bad no notice of it at the time when 
the delivery of the goods was made, He had, however, 
notice of another act of bankruptcy which the debtor had 
committed, between the seizure and the delivery, by filing 
a liquidation petition, The trustee in the liquidation 
claimed the goods which had been seized and delivered, 
and it was argued on his behalf that sub-section 3 of 
section 95 did not apply, because there is not any sale of the 
goods seized under an ¢legit, reliance being placed on Zz 
parte Abbctt (29 W. R. 143, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 447, 24 
Soxicirors’ JouRNAL, 762), in which it was beld that 
section 87 of the Act does not apply to a se'‘zure 
under an e/egit, inasmuch as, under such a seizure, no pro- 
ceeds of sale come to the hands of the sheriff ; and it was 
further contended that if the delivery to the creditor at the 
appraised value was equivalent to a sale, notice of an 
act of bankruptcy committed by the debtor between the 
seizure and the sale was sufficient to disentitle the creditor to 
the protection. The court (Lord SetBorne, C., and Brerr 
and Corron, L.JJ.), affirming the decision of Mr. Registrar 
Murray (ate, p. 561), beld that the creditor was within the 
protection, and was entitled to retain the goods. Lord 
SELBoRNE, C., who delivered the judgment of the court, 
said that 
the ownership of the goods from the debtor to the 
creditor at the price executed by the appraisement, 
80 that, if eudstance was regarded, it was equivalent 
to a sele to the creditor under a fi. fa, or a 
sequestration. In Ex parte Abbott it was held that sucha 
delivery of goods under an elegit was not a sale withia the 
meaning of section 87 of the Act. The introductory words 
of that section, “ where the goods of any trader have been 
taken in execution in respect of a judgment for a sum exceed- 
ing £50 and sold,” were held.to be limited by the subsequent 
context to sales under which the sheriff would be entitled to 
receive the proceeds of sale, If there had been no section in 
the Act material to the question except the 87th and the 95th 
(the latter of which was expressly made subject to the 
provisions of the former), bis lordship said he should have 
doubted whether the word “sale” in section 95 ought to be 
extended to any mode of transferring the property in goods 
under an execution or attachment, which was not witbin the 
word ‘sold ”’ as used in section 87, especially as a statutory 
transfer by elegit was not, either in the statute from which its 
effect was derived, nor (so far as his lordship knew) in 
technical language, described as a sale. But the 6th section 
of the Act defined, as one of the acts of bankruptcy on which 
& petition for adjudication might be founded, ‘* that execution 
issued egainst the debtor on any legal process, for the 
purpose of obtaining payment of not less than £50, bas, in 
the case of a trader, been levied by seizure and sale of his 
goods,” His lordship was of opinion that the meaning of 
these words in the 95th and the 6th sections must be the 
same, and he was not prepared to put so limited and technical 
& construction on section 6 as the argument of the appellant 
Would require. As to the point about notice, his lordship 
said that, if it had been free from authority, be should have 
felt some difficulty in limiting by construction words which, 
in their natnral sense, seemed to comprebend notice, at any 
time before seiznre had been followed by sale, of any act of 
bankruptcy “committed by the bankrapt and availble 
Against him for adjudication.’ The notice would not deprive 
the execution creditor of any right which he would have had 
otherwise than by the protection given to him conditionally 

section 95, If, without protection, the adjudication 
would not have overreached his title, it would not overreach. it 

reason of his having had such notice. But the Legisla- 
ture might have intended to leave the adjudication to have 
its ordinary legal effect if, at any time before the execution 
was perfected by sale, the creditor had notice of any act of 
bankruptcy available against the debtor for adjudication (when- 
vor committed). This would not have have seemed to his 
lordship more improbable or less reasonable than the express 
provisions of section 87, to which (in the ase of a trader) 
section 95 was subject. But the point was not free from 
Authority, Under seetion 133 of the Bankruptey Act of 


1849, it was decided in Zdwards v. Scarsbrook (11 W. R. 33 
3.B. & S. 280) that the creditor was not deprived of the 
protection thereby given by notice before sale under a jf. fa. 
of an act of bankruptcy committed by the debtor after the 
goods were in the hands of the sheriff, on which act of 
bankruptcy a petition (resulting in an adjudication) was 
presented after the sale. Section 133 differed in several 
respects (which did not seem to his lordship to be immaterial) 
from sub-section 3 of section 95 of the Act of 1869. But in 
Ex parte Rocke (19 W. R. 1129, L. RB. 6 Ch. 799) Lord 
Hatherley and Mellish, L.J., appeare’ to have considered 
these differences immaterial, and in Ex parte Schulte (22 
W. R. 462, L. R. 9 Ch. 409)-Mellish, L.J., held thas the 
notice mentioned in sub-section 3 of section 95 was only 
notice of an act of bankruptey prior to the se‘zare. In this 
state of the authorities, Lords Justices Bretr and Corron 
thought, and his lordship, though not without some hesitation, 
acquiesced, that, if the construction of the statute adopted by 
Mellish, L.J., in Ex parte Schutte was wroug, it was for a 
higher tribunal, and not for the Court of Appeal, to say so. 
The appeal was accordingly dismissed, but leave was given 
to appeal to the House of Lords. —Soxicrrors, @. B. 
Bathurst Norman; H. Allen § Sons. 





Company — WINDING op — Petirron — ResTRAINING 
PresentaTion—Bona Fipes.—In a case of The Cerele 
Restaurant de Castiglione v. Lavery, before the Master 
of the Rolls on the 4th inst., a motion was made by 
the plaintiff company to restrain the defendant from pre- 





the effect of the delivery was to transfer | 
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senting a petition to wind up the company, on the ground 
that sach petition was not present-d bond fide. For the 
company reliance was placed upoa the case of Niger Mer- 
chants’ Company v. Capper (25 W. R. 365). The defend- 
ant was a creditor for £1,000, but the debt was dispated by 
the company, and it also appeared that the defendant, who 
was a promoter of the company, had agreed to find a sum of 
£2,000 towards the capital of the company, which sum he 
had not yet paid. Jesset, M.R., said there was no doubt 
as to the jurisdiction to restrain the presentation of a 
winding-up petition. As he considered in the present case 
the petition was not presented bond Ade, he granted an in- 
jenction to -restrain any petition being presented in re- 
spect of the debt of £1,00) alleged to be owing to the de- 
fendant.—Soxicitors, M. T. Hodding; Pritchard, Engle- 
field, & Co. 





Practice — Foreign CorPorATIoN-——AcTION AGAINST 
AGENTs—JoINDER.—In @ case ot McHenry v. Lewis, also 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 5th inst., a motion 
was made by the plaintiff, on bebalf of himself and all other 
holders of certificates for bonds and shares uoder the 
Atlantic and Great Western Railway re-organization scheme, 
to restrain the defendants, the trustees of the re-constrac- 
tion scheme, from issuing in contravention of the scheme 
certain deferred interest warrants in respect of the dividend 
due on the Ist of July on the first mortgage bonds of the 
reconstructed company. The objection was taken to the 
motion that the defendants were only agents of the com- 
pany, who were a foreign corporation, and that the company 
were necessary parties to the action. Jesspt, M.R., was of 
opinion that the question ia dispute could not be deter- 
mined in the absence of the company, and therefore he 
dirested the motion to stand over to enable an application to 
be made to join and serve the company,—SoLicrrors, 
Hore § Pattison ; Trinders § Curtis-Hayward, 





Practice — Deatu or Sots Pranerer— Ornpsr To 
Revivse—New Dersxpant — Service or Warr — Orp. 
16, mg. 15.—In a ease of dustin v. Bird, alao before 
the Master of the Rolls on the Sth inst, an ap- 
plication was made for directions as to service of the 
writ under the followiag cireuwstances, The action was 
begun by a sole plaintiff against a sole defendant oa the 
27th of Jaly, 1880, The plaintiff died oa the 26th of 
Decomber, 1880, after the delivery of the statement of claim, 
and on the llth of February, 1881, his exeoutors obtained a 
common order to revive. The plaintiffs had aew obtained 
leave to add a new defendant, but ne erder had been drawn 
up, as a difficulty had arisen as to the mode of service, the 
only plaintiff named in the writ being dead, Jnaseu, M.R., 
following Re Watley, Culley v. Watley (L. R, 4 Ch, D. 180), 
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directed copies of the original writ, the order to revive, and 
the order adding the defendant to be served upon the new 
defendant.—Soticrrors, Sheffield d: Son, 


PracticE—OrDEB MADE Iv CHAMBERS—TIME FOR APPEAL 
—Motion to Discuarce.—In a case of Heatly v. Newton, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 5th inst., a motion was 
made to discharge an order made in chambers on the 23rd 
of June last. The notice of motion to discharge the 
order was given on the 18th of July, and the objection was 
now taken that this notice of motion was too late. The 
order was passed and entered on the 4th of July. It 
appeared that on the 18th of Jaly an application was 
made to the Master of the Rolls, in chambers, that the 
matter might be adjourned into court, when his lordship 
(who did not know that more than twenty-one days had 
elapsed) daclined to allow such adjournment, and stated 
that the parties should move to vary the order. JEsSEL, 
M.R., now refused the motion, with costs, on-the ground 
that it was too late, and stated that his invariable rule 
(in analogy to the practice ander the Judicatyre Rules, 
and adopted by the Appeal Court) was to require notices 
to vary or discharge orders, to be made within twenty- 
one days from the time of the order being made, without 
regard to the time when the order had been passed 
and entered.—Souicitors, Last & Sons; Lewin & Co.; 
A. F. & BR. W. Tweedie. 


23 & 24 Vicr. c. 38, s. 10—Generat Orper or Court 
or Cuanscery or Fesruary 1, 1861, rn. 1—CasH UNDER 
Coxtrot or Covurt—Investmenr — Money PAID INTO 
Covert uspeR Lawps Cracses Act—JurispicTion.—In a 
case of Ex parte The Vicar of Wigton, before Fry, J., on 
the 3rd inst., the question arose whether, by virtue of the 
Act, 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, s. 10, and rule 1 of the General 
Order (February 1, 1861) made thereunder, the court has 
power to order the investment in India Four per Cent. Stock 
ef money paid into court as the purchase-money of land 
taken compulsorily by a company or a public body under the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act. Fry, J., held that he had 
no jurisdiction to order such an investment of money so paid 
in. He thought it did not come within the meaning of the 
words “cash under the control of the court,” used in section 
10 of the Act and the General Order of February 1, 1861. 
There was a great conflict of authority on the point, but he 
fel: bound to follow the decision of Lord Selborne, C. (when 
sitting for Lord Romilly, M.R.), in In re Boyd’s Settled 
Estate (21 W. RB. 667). A Lord Chancellor wherever he 
was sitting, was still a Lord Chancellor, and his decisions 
could not be treated by a judge of first instance as decisions 
of a court of co-ordinate jurisdiction. His lordship expressed 
a hops that the question might be brought before the Court 
of Appeal.—Soricitors, &. Dunning ; James, Son, § Jame. 


Preapinc—Demvcreer—Statvte oy Fravps—Orp. 19, 
zn. 23.—In a case of Futcher v. Vutcher, before Fry, J., on 
the 28th ult., the question arose whether the defence of 
the Statate of Frauds to an action for the specific performance 
of an a ent can be raised by demurrer. It was attempted 
to distinguish the cwe from that of Catling v. King (25 
W. KR. 550, L. R.5Ch D. 660), on the ground that there 
the statement of claim alleged an agreement in writing, 
whereas in the present case there was no allegation of a 
written agreement. Fry, J., beld that the distinction ws 
immaterial, and he overruled the demurrer. He said that 
before the Judicature Act a plaintiff in equity was obliged to 
allege in his bill that a contract which ought to be in 
writing was in writing; if he did not, the defendant conld 
demur. At common law, on the other hand, it was not 
necessary to plead 4 written contract, nor need the de- 
fendant deny by his pleading the existence of a writing, 
bot at the trial the plaintiff must give evidence of the writing. 
Under the present practice it was not necessary for the 
p'sintiff to allege a contract in writing, but the defendant, 
if he wished to raise the defence of the statute, must in his 
pleading ifically deny the existence of a writing, and he 
could nce do this by demurrer.—Sorscrtons, Stocken & Jupp; 
Taylor, Hoare, 4 Taylor. 


Iasexcrion—Nowance—Wonks ov Ratwwar Unvenw 
TAKING—Bratvrony Powrns.—In an action of Davies v. 
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The Midland Railway Company, an interlocutory application 
for an injunction was made before Hall, V.C., op the 
4th inst., for an injunction to restrain the defendants, their 
servants, agents, avd workmen, from working an 
engine and machinery so as to bea nuisance to the plain- 
tiff and his family. The defendants had an Act of Parlia- 
ment conferring the usual compulsory powers, and enabling 
them to make arailway tunnel under ground which is in 
many purts covered with residential buildings. The plain- 
tiff was the lessee in occupation of a house and premises situate 
within a very short distance of the spot at which the plain- 
ants had commenced the tunnel, which they were making, 
not in the ordinary mode, but by taking out short lengths 
of clay (twelve feet at a time), and then bricking up the 
excavation. This method they alleged to be necessary by 
reason of the nature of London clay, through which the 
workings had to be made. At the head of the shaft was 
stationed an engine which worked a series of chains, bring- 
ing the clay to the surface, and lowering the necessary bricks. 
This engine was kept working night and day, partly, as the 
defendants all-ged, because their mode of tunnelling made 
continuous working necessary, and partly because their Act 
imposed a limited time for completing the works. The 
plaintiff, however, applied for an injunction to restrain the 
working of the engine, and proved that, owing to the in- 
cessant noise, several members of his family were unable 
to sleep at night, and that if it were continued, he must leave 
his house. The defendants resisted the motion, relying on 
their statutory powers, and pleading that the plaintiff would 
be able to recover against them any real damages. Hat, 
V.C., granted an injunction restraining the defendants from 
working the engine between the hours of eleven p.m. and 
six a.m., his lordship observing that the company were not 
empowered to make their tunnel in one particular mode, 
regardless of nuisance; and, there being nothing to show 
that it was absolutely necessary to do the work only in the 
mode in which it was being carried on, and in no other, he 
considered the plaintiff entitled to relief from the nuisance.— 
Soricrrors, Gedge, Kirby, & Millett; Beale, Marigold, & 
Co. : 


SEQUESTRATION—Mope or ENFoRCING—CHOSE IN AC- 
TION.—In a case of Slade v. Hulme, before Fry, J., on the 3cd 
inst., a question arose as to the proper mode of enforcing 
a sequestration. The action was for the administration of a 
testator’s estate, and in it an order was made on the 9th of 
July, 1880, giving the trustees of the will liberty to continue 
payicg to W., one of the sons of the testator, an 
annual sum of £130, on account of the income of the share 
of the testator’s «state bequeathed to him. The order 
expressly directed the payment to be made, notwithstand- 
ing a writ of sequestration which had been issued agains 
W. out of the Probate Division of the High Court on the 
17th of January, 1880. Under the will W. was entitled to 
a sum of about £7,000, but the estate had not yet been dis- 
tributed. The sequestration had been issued to enforce the 
payment by W. of a sum of £700, damages and costs, which 
he had been ordered to pay in a divorce snit to which 
be was a co-respondent.- The writ of sequestration com- 
manded the sequestrators to collect the rents and profits of 
his real estate, and a!so al! his goods, chattels, and personal 
estate, and to keepthe same under sequestration until he 
should pay the damages and costs. On the 27th of June, 
1881, an order nisi was made by Fry, J., in chambers, on 
the summons of the sequestrators in the action, that, 
notwithstanding the order of the 9th of July, 1880, the 
trustees should pay the annual sum of £130 to the seques- 
trators under and by virtue of the writ of sequestration andlin 
part payment of the amounts due thereunder, and it was 
ordered that the share and interest of W. in the testator's 
estate should be charged with the payment of the damages 
and costs. On an application to make the order absolute, 
it waa objected that the sequestrators ons to establish their 
right by an independent avtion against W. and the trustees, 
Fur, J., said that thero was very little authority on the 
point, but he thought there was no advantage in an inde- 
pendent action, and that the sequestsators could properly 
apply by summons in the administration action, And his 
lordship made the order nisi absolute as to the income, but 
discharged it #0 far as it declared a charge on the corpus of 
W.'s share, But be ordered that the trasteos should make 
no payment to W. without notice to the sequestrators,— 
Soricrrons, Routh, Stacey, ¢ Castle ; Lucas § Son ; Stidbard, 
Gihum, $ Co. 
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Srectyic PerFoRMANCE—ConpITIONAL ConTRACT.—In a 
case of Harvey v. The Principal of Barnard's Inn, before 
Fry, J., on the 8th inst., a question arose as to the ific 
performance of a contract. The plaintiff alleged that 7 an 
agreement in writing, dated the 2ith of August, the defend- 
ante, through their duly authorized agent, P., agreed to 
sell to the plaintiff, and the plaintiff agreed to purchase, some 
Jand for £50,000, “ subject to a contract to be settled between 
the plaintiff’s solicitors (namirg them) and the defendants,” 
and that by a subsequent written agreement of the Ist of 
September the defendants, through K., their duly authorized 
agent, agreed to sell the same property to the plaintiff for 
the same sum, ‘‘subject to a proper contract, and the pay- 
mect of a deposit to be agreed on.” The plaintiff alleged 
that he snd his solicitors named in the first agreement had 
always been, and were, ready and willing to settle a contract 
etween them and the defendants, and that the plaintiff had 
always been, and was, ready and willing to settle and enter 
into a proper contract, and to agree upon and pay a deposit, 
and the plaintiff claimed specific performance of both the 
agreements. The defendants demurred to the statement of 
claim, on the ground that neither of the agreements alleged 
was a definite or fiaal agreement binding on them. Fry, J, 
allowed the demurrer. He said that, in his opinion, io 
the absence of the contract which was to be settled between 
the plaintiff’s solicitors and the defendants, there was no 
concluded agreement between the parties. The agreement 
was conditional on the settlement of that contract, and the 
condition had not been fulfilled. Moreover, the plaintiff sued 
also on the agreement of September, which could be binding 
en the defendants only by reason of the extinction or non- 
existence of the agreement of August, and the agreement of 
September expressly referred to a future agreement to be 
made between the parties. It was nothing more than an 
agreement to agree, and it was beyond the power of the court 
to compel persons to agree.—Soxrcirors, -Joseph Plaskett ; 
Carr, Fulton, & Carr. 





ComPpaANy—WINDING uP — ConTRIBUTORY—AssSURANCE 
COMPANY—PARTICIPATING POLICY-HOLDER—TRANSFER OF 
PoLicy BEFORE CoMMENCEMENT OF WINDING UP.—Ima 
case of In re The Albion Life Assurance Society, before Fry, 
J., on the 2nd inst., a question arose as to the liability ofa 
policy-holder as a contributory in the winding up of an 
assurance company. It was decided by Fry, J, in 
Winstone’s case (27 W. R. 752, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 239), that 
the holders of policies with participation in profits were liable 
as contributories, even though they had not, before the com- 
mencement of the winding up, been placed on the register of 
members of the company, and in Jn re Tre Albion Life 
Assurance Society (29 W. R. 109, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 83, ante, 
p. 28), the Court of Appeal held that the policy-holders could 
not be called on to contribute until the shareholders had been 
exhausted. In the present case the policy-holder had 
transferred his policy, and had parted with all interest in it 
before the commencement of the winding up, but the 
transferee had not been entered on the register of members 
of policy-holders in his place. Under these circumstances, 
Fry, J., held that the original policy-holder was not liable 
asa contributory.—Soxicirors, G. Blagden ; W. Moon. 


Company — WinDING up — DEBENTURE-HOLDERS — Dis- 
rress—Compantrs Act, 1862, ss. 87, 163.—In a case of 
In re Brown, Bailey, and Lixon, before Fry, J., on the 4h 
inst, ® question arose as to the right of trustees for 
the debenture-holders of a company in liquidation to 
distrain on the goode of the company for interest due 
before the commencement of the winding up. The 
debentures of the company were secured by a mortgage 
to trastees of land and buildings of the company, and 
plant, machinery, and fixtures. The deed contained a 
power for the trustees when the interest should be 
in arrear for forty days, and before they should have 
entered upon and taken possession of the mortgaged 
premises, to enter and distrain for the arrears of interest, 
and to dispose of the distress in due course of law, as 
landlords might do in reapect of distress for rent reserved 
Upon leases. The winding up commenced on the 7th of 
January ; the interest due on the debonturea for the 
half-year ending the previous Slat of December had not 
been paid. Fry, J., held that the trustees were not 
€ntitled to distrain, and refused their application for 





leave to do so.—Soxicrtors, Bazters & Co. ; Pattison, Wigg, 


& Co, 





Company—WInDING UuP—APPLICATION FoR DzeecTrom 
Tro LiqUIDATOR TO TAKE PROCEEDINGS AGAINST DirEcror— 
Locus sTaNDI—Banxrurt ContTRirvTory.—In a case of 
In re The Cape Breton Company, before Fry, J., on the 4th 
inst., a question arose as to the locus standi to apply for an 
order directing the liquidator of a company in liquidation to 
take proceedings against one of the directors to recover 
moneys alleged to have been improperly received by him out 
of the purchase-money paid’by the company for a mine 
which they had acquired. An order was made by Fry, J., 
in chambers, upon the application of a person whose name 
was on the list of contributories, that, upon the applicant 
depositing with the liquidator the sum of £100, the liquidator 
undertaking to return the same to him, or such part thereof 
(if any) as the judge should thereafter direct, the liquidator 
should forthwith proceed to lay a case before counsel, and 
obtain his opinion on what steps (if any) could be taken for 
the recovery by the liquidator from the director of the 
moneys in question, and what was the most expedient course 
to adopt for the purpose. And it was ordered that, upon 
counsel’s opinion being obtained, the liquidator should apply 
to the judge forthwith for directions. An application to dis- 
charge this order was afterwards made by two persons, who 
were creditors and contributories of the company, who had 
liberty to attend the proceedings in the winding up, on the 
ground (inter alia) that, as they alleged, the contributory who 
had obtained the order was a bankrupt, and was still uadis- 
charged, and that consequently he had no interest in the 
matter. Fry, J., refused to discharge the order. He said that 
the applicant being on the list of contributories must be 
treated as having an interest, and was entitled to make the 
application. And there was no proof that he had not ob- 
tained his discharge in the bankruptcy. Moreover, as the 
proceedings were to be taken at his expense, no harm could 
be done to anyone.—Soricrtors, Dollman & Pritchard ; 
Harper, Broad, § Baticock ; Norton, Rose, § Co. 





Frienpty Socrery—Loan on PErsonNat Securirr— 
TiteGaL Transaction — Riest TO REecovER — FRigxpiY 
Societies Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 60), ss. 16, 18.—In 
a case of Coliman v. Coltman, before Fry, J., on the 3rd inst., 
the question arose whether the trustees of a friendly society 
were entitled to prove against the estate of an intestate in 
respect of a sum of money which had been advanced out of 
the funds of tke society in a manner not authorized by sec- 
tions 16 and 18 of the Friendly Societies Act of 1875. The 
sum in question had been advanced toa person who was not a 
member of the society, upon thesecurity of the jointand several 
promissory note of himself and the intestate. Section 16 of 
the Act provides that the funds of a friendly society may be 
invested by the trustees in certain specified ways, and “ upon 
any other security expressly directed by the rules of the 
society, not being personal security, except as hereinafter 
authorized with respect to loans.” And section 18 contains 
certain provisions for the making of loans to the members 
of a society on personal security. The borrower being unable 
to repay the loan, the trustees of the society claimed to prove 
upon the note against the estate of the intestate. Far, J. 
refused to admit theclaim. He said that the question was 
whether the transaction was merely wltra vires, or whether 
it was made unlawful by the Act. Such a loan was in 
terms prohibited by the Act, and it was inconsistent with the 
objects of the society. It must be taken to be illegal. The 
caye was distinguishable from that of Hardy v. The Metre- 
politan Land and Finance Company (20 W. R. 425, L. R. 7 
Ch, 427). There the money was the money of the society, 
independently of the illegal transaction ; here, bat for the 
illegal transaction, there was no relation subsisting between 
the claimants and the intestate. The olaim, therefore, could 
not be sustained. —Soxrcrrors, Rodinsen, Preston, & Slow > 
Wright & Law, 
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CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY 
REGISTRARS. 


(Before Mr. Rzcisrrar Pepys, acting as Chief Judge.) 
July 22.—Ez parte Basuett, Re Price, 


Furniture warehoused in a depository in the name of a 
debtor who presents a petition for liquidation, held to pars to 
the trustee in liquidation under section 15 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, sub-section 5. — 

This was a motion on behalf of Mr. N. J. F. Basnett for a 
declaration that certain goods and effects (of which the par- 
tieulars were enumerated in a schedule) were the property 
of the applicant, and did not form part of the debtor's 
estate. 

The facts, as stated in the affidavits, appeared to be 
these: —Mr. Basnett deposed that in March, 1870, his sister- 
in-law (the debtor, Eliza A. Price) and her husband came to 
reside with him at Brixton. His house was full of furniture, 
and they also brought some furniture with them. They 
continued to reside together until February, 1876, when he 
gave up his house and went into apartments. Mr.and Mrs. 
Price went to reside at Stockwell, and the applicant left a 
portion of the farniture in their charge, with the view of 
saving the expense and deterioration consequent upon ware- 
housing the same. He bad never given them the furniture, 
and Mrs. Price had acknowledged his ownership of it. On 
March 24, 1881, Mrs. Price removed her furniture to 
Taylor's Depository at Pimlico, and the farniture belonging 
to him was also removed there at the same time. On April 
21 Mrs. Price presented a petition for liquidation under the 
125th and 126th sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and 
at the first meeting, held on the !lth of May, the creditors 
appointed a trustee. Mr. Basnett claimed the goods, on the 

nd that he was the owner, but in the debtor's statement 
of affeirs the farniture was returned as of the value of £100, 
and as having been warehoused by the debtor. To the best 
of the trustee’s belief the goods claimed by the applicant 
were in the possession, order, or disposition of the debtor at 
the commencement of her liquidation proceedings, and 
nothing had since occurred to disturb his title to them. 

Mr. Joseph Dawe also stated that he attended under the 
trustee’s instructions at Taylor's Depository on or about 
Jane 27, and found that the whole of the goods deposited 
there by the debtor in herown name were packed together, 
and formed one lot of furniture ; and there was nothing to 
show that part of the furniture belonged to anyone else. 

Mr. Taylor, jun. (of Taylor's Depository), was also 
examined vind voce in reference to the deposit of the furni- 
tore, and he produced the contract with Mrs. Price, the 
effvet of his evidence being that she was the only person 
be knew in the transaction. 

H. Reed, ia support of the application.—The furniture 
was not in the order and disposition of the debtor at the 
time she presented her liquidation petition. It never did 
actasliy belong to her. In order that goods of another 
pereon in the posses-ion of a bankrupt shonld pass to the 
trastee under the Jatter words of sub-section 5 of section 
15 of the Bankroptcy Act, 1869, as goods of which the 
bankrept has taken upon himself the sale or disposition as 
owner, it is necessary that the bankrupt +hould heve been 
the reputed owner of the goods: Ez parte Wingfield (L. R.10 
Ce. D. 591). The goods being furni:ure, no reputation of 
ownership attached to them from the fact of their remaining 
in the order and disposition of the debtor: Ez parte Emer- 
son (20 W. R. 110). The custom of letting out furniture 
on hire is so notorious as to exclude the presumption of 
ownership, and it has been judicially recognized: Ex parte 
Powell (24 W. RB. 378, L. R.1 Ch. D. 501). 2. The debtor 
was simply a trastee or bailee with respect to the goods, 
whieh had been Jeft with her in order to save the expense 
of warehousing. Having been intrusted to her fora par- 
teular purpose, she could not have disposed of them, and 
no property in them could pass to the trastee under the 
liquidation. 

EB. C. Willis, for the trastee.—The goods have been ware- 
housed st Taylor’s Depository in the name of the debtor, and 
the trustee is entitled tothem, She bad the absolute con- 
trol over them, and they remained in her order and disposi- 
tion with the consent of the applicant. He had made no 
demand at Taylor’s Depository until the present month, and 
the claim looks very moch like an afterthought. It is diffi. 
cult to conceive a er case of order and disposition, #o as 








to give the trustee a right to the goede under the statute, and 
the cases cited do not. apply, 

Reed, in reply. 

Mr. Rucistrak Pepys said that if the decision in Er 
parte Emerson could be held to apply to this case, there would 
be an end altogether of the law of order and disposition so 
far as farniture was concerned. Each case wust depend upon 
its own circumstances, and it. did not follow that, because in 
some cases where furniture was concerned, the usual rule re-. 
specting order and diaposition|bad been held not to apply, 
therefore the trustee was net entitled to the furniture now in 
question, although it bad been allowéd to remain for years 
in the order and disposition of the liquidating debtor with 
the consent of the true owner. The objection had been taken 
that the debior was a trustee with respeet to the farniture, 
but he declined to accede to that argument, as it appeared to 
him that in some sense or other any person who reeeived or 
who had the custody of goods might be regarded as a trustee 
for those who intrusted him with them. If the trustee was 
not entitled to this particular furniture, it appeared to him 
that the order and disposition clause would be blotted out of 
the Act. He had also less reluctance here in refusing the 
application, because of the number of years that the goods. 
had been allowed to remain in the possession of the debtor, 
and he thought it was very probable that, if the liquidation 
had not happened, they would have contiaued so to remain. 
The petition being filed in April, the applicant did not rouse 
himself until July 4, whea he gave notice of bis claim, 
which, if allowed, would put an end to order and disposition 
altogether. His Honour was of opinion that the application 
ought not to have been made, and be dismissed it with costs. 

Solicitor for the applicant, 7. C. Russel. 

Solicitor for the trustee, F. W. Reynolds, 








REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER 
IN BANKRUPTCY. 


In the course of his report’ for the present year, just issued, 
the Comptroller says :— 

The returus for the years 1878-79 show a large in- 
crease of insolvency in the classes that would be affected 
by reduced home expenditure, and from which the great bulk 
of cases under the Act are necessirily derived; followed 
in the year 1880 by the reaction which, as explained, would 
follow even without positive improvement of trade, and 
which would have been more apparent if its effects had not 
been obscured by the invariable increase in number of petty 
arrangements and compositions preventing, as alwaya since 
the commencement of the Act, the annual number of insol- 
vencies falling to a reasonable average. From such 
continued increase there were in the year 1877 more 
cases and less assets than in any previous year; and in the 
year 1880,765 more cases and a million Jess assets than 
in the year 1877, representing a much greater than apparent 
increase in the number of small insolvencies, with a con- 
siderable decrease in cases of a better class—e.g., an increase 
of 430 compositions represented an increase of 674 at the 
lowest rates, with a decrease of 244 better compositions ex- 
ceeding 5s, in the £. 

From the differeut effect produced by the same condition 
of trade on different industries, it would be impossible to 
suggest the precise number of insolvencies which would 
agree with the state of trade, but consistently with the fluc- 
tuations of the more legitim»te clusses of insolvency, Eaglish 
or Scotch, the annual number of cases under the Act of 1869 
should have fallen from 5,000 in the year 1870, to about 
3 500 in the year 1872; and again, from a maximum of per- 
haps 8,000 or 9,000, in the years 1878-9, to, at most, 5,000- 
in the year 1880, or not more cases in that year than in the 
year 1870. The fact that there were 10,000, or twice as many 
cases asin the year 1870, suggests an unreasonable or im- 
proper increase of 5,000, and the retarns show that it was. 
composed of arrangements from which the creditors would 
receive litule or no dividends, and compositions of the worst 
classes, including 906 between 1s, aml 2s. 6d., und 907 
averaging afew pence in the £, 

I have spoken of the ingrense of such cases as unreasonable 
or improper, becanse at least it is equally inconsistent with 
the state of trade and with the apparent intention of the 
Act. The care with which the arrangement and composi- 
tion clauses shield the “‘ liquidating debtor” from the a 
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of bankruptcy and the inconvenience of any inquiry into 
the state of his affairs or other proceeding before a court, 
while enabling the vote of a majority, at a meeting called by 
himself, to relieve him from his liabilities to all his creditors, 
was .apparently intended for the encouragement and pro- 
tection of specially deserving cases ; for instance, to en- 
courage honest debtors to come forward at an early stage 
of insolvency while they could offer terms with which the 

eral body of their creditors might reasonably be satisfied, 
and which could be accepted by a majority, notwithstand- 
ing the possible ill-will or cupidity of individual creditors. 
Tt could not have ‘been intended to reproduce the continued 
annual increase of insolvency which occurred under the 
similar provisions of the Act of 1861, and the fraudulent 
character of which has just been proved by the Act of 1868. 

Unless majorities of creditors exercised with great care 
and judgment the absolute powers intrusted to them, in- 
solvency would naturally be increased by the removal of 
all its disagreeables (from: imprisonment for debt down to 
the nominal stigma) encouraging speculation, trading on 
insufficient capital, and generally loose principles and 
practice in questions of debtor and creditor. The fact that 
majorities of creditors too commonly exercise their powers by 
handing them over to canvassing agents leads necessarily to 
an incalculable amount of direct or indirect fraud. The first 

in canvassing being to obtain a list of the creditors, an 
agent acting for the debtor has-so far the best chance, and if 
he cannot himsel® collect enough proxies to carry the resolu- 
tion, he may perhaps arrange with other agents who have 
canvassed on their own account, and are in the same position. 
The system begins from the beginning of difficulties ; almost 
every person who has a bill of sale registered or a judgment 
against him receives a number of circulars; one of these, 
which claims to be the original, is rather long ; the writer 
does not presume to infer that his services are required, but 
as such things as bills of sale may lead to bankruptcy and 
“the destruction of comfortable homes,” he offers the assist- 
ance of his long and extensive practice in ‘‘ arranging for an 
extension of time for payment of debts, or for a composition 
of the same,” observing that “the Bankruptcy Act of 1869 
has extended considerable advantages to debtors and creditors, 
and its liquidation clauses afford the former an easy method 
of arranging their affairs and relieving themselves from their 
difficulties without the objectionable publicity and suspension 
of business which happened under previous Acts.” 

“ (Signed) E. C., 
** Accountant in Bankruptey.” 

A postscript, stating that “no charge whatever is made 
unless business is actually done,”? and that money can be 
advanced the day after application, is followed by this :— 

“ Caution : Several persons, who really have no knowledge 
or experience, are copying this circular, with the object to 
extort fees. Mr. C. conceived the idea of sending to persons 
who have bills of sale or judgments issued against them, 
some eighteen years since, therefore all others are only 
copyists.” 

he senior registrar of the London Bankraptey Court 
notified to the public (“ County Courts Chronicle,” 

tet June, 1881), that the writer of another circular headed 
with the Royal Arms, who also described himself as ‘* Ac- 
countant in Bankruptcy,” with the addition, “and an 
officer of the court,” is not the ‘‘ Accountant in Bank- 
ruptey,”? or an officer of the court; in fact, he is 
only a ‘‘copyist” who has improved on and explains 
one or two points in the.above original. His ‘office aims 
at effecting an arrangement with creditors, whereby the 
trader continues in business uninjured, and thera is a fund 
from which loans can be granted to pay the composition, or 
toenable the debtorto purchase his estate in the unusual 
event of liquidation. Oonsultation free. W.B. The new 
and very stringent Benkraptcy Bill, now being passed 
— the Houses of Parliament, will come into operation 

ortly,’? 

> a little attention such circulars may deserve, the 
idea of sending them being conceived eighteen years ago, or 
soon after the commencement of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, 
and of arrangements and compositions to which a majority 
of creditors can bind a minority without any examination 
into the debtor's affairs, seems to agree very well with the 
enormous annual increase of compositions under that Act, 
and with their proceso reduc by pe aye ee 

as that persons helping to carry 3 by signing 
them as creditors should prove that they are creditors; the 








present Act of 1869 is, perhaps, correctly stated to offer 
greater facilities to debtors than previous Acts. The pro- 
mised result of compositions is that comfortable bomes are 
not disturbed, the trader continues in business uninjured, the 
amount of composition being no more than he may borrow 
on the security of his property, leaving him, say, one-third 
of that property, with freedom from all liabilities; a v 
tempting prospect to a man whose property consists of ssa. 
bought on credit and who, perhaps, by such composition 
would be ‘better off than he ever was before. All these ~hay 
appear idle promises “‘to extort fees” ; but debtors heve- 
appeared in better circumstances after unding, and 
there can be no doubt that agents of this class learn by 
experience how resolutions majorities of créditors may 
in most cases be carried. As pointed out in a former report, 
there were in the first two years of the present Act many 
more declarations of insolvency by debtors seeking adjudica-- 
tion of bankruptcy than since ; arrangement or composition 
was soon found to be easier and more profitable ; in a year or 
two agents are generally acquainted with any means by 
which new legislation may be evaded. : 

While this class of agent is all-for the debtors and com- 
position, another ard very similar class represents itself as all 
for the creditors and liquidation by arrangement, its aim 
being the profits to be made by trusteeships; and between 
them touting for proxies has become, as is generally well 
known, aregular business under the present Act. A striking 
illustration was afforded a few months ago in the conviction. 
of an individual who had for years successfully carried on 
that business in all parts of England, the only peculiarity of 
his proceedings being that he frequently changed his name 
and address, and that instead of being satisfied with the 
more or less lawful profits of trusteeship, he appropriated the 
whole funds of liquidations in which he esented the 
majority of crediters, sometimes declaring dividends payable 
in various places by purely imaginary persons, for no 
pm purpose but to amuse himself at the expense of the 
creditors. 


Many creditors must have known in that case, and must 

constantly know, that they have been defrauded ; bat frauds 
of that gross character occur chiefly in the thousands of 
smaller insolvescies, and in these are most severely felt by 
the smaller creditors, whose debts may not be insured in the 
ordinary way of trade, whodo not uoderstand the subject, 
and who cannot afford to place themselves in the hands of 
Solicitors. 
As submitted in former reports, it is not the interest of 
the majority of trade creditors to devote time, trouble, or 
money to the chance of getting a little more salvage from 
the wreck of insolvent estates; an average amount of bad 
debts being an incident of trade as much allowed for in prices- 
as the incidental expenses of trading, the majority of credi- 
tors would probably feel, as some traders have expressed, 
that they are not more likely to look after such matvers per- 
sonally than to carry their own parcels ; they can employ 
their time more profitably. Applying the figures of the year 
1880 to a simple illustration in a former report, we have 
10,298 estates estimated to average £450 “ gross value,” and 
which, if wound up by arrangement, would probanly not 
produce £300 available assets, subject to reduction by costs 
and other deductions to perhaps £160 ; if the oreditors could 
hope by their own exertions to procure a tenth more assets 
and a tenth less deductions, the result would be aa average 
gain of about £40 per estate, or say, 40s. per creditor, some 
large creditors gaining much more while many small creditors 
would hardly gain forty pence. Large debtsgenerally ecourim 
large failures, and are mostly due to crediters in a large 
way of business, who would not be tempted by the remote 
possibility of gaining even £40 to give their personal 
attention during several years to the winding ap ef 
a large insolvency. Very | cases, being generally 
intrusted to respectable and experienced trustees, need 
not be considered; there are always comparatively few 
of them, and the returns for the year 1880, including an uae 
usually small proportion, afford the best illustration ef the 
prospects of creditors in the great majority of insolvencies, 
Such prospects would not induce the majority of creditors. 
to take more trouble than needed to hand their proxies to 
agents, leaving them to settle the question of arrangement 
or composition with the debtors ; 3.757 compositions were 
accepted in the year 1880, of which 102 were over 10s. in 
the £; 1,009 from 2s, 6d. to 5s.; and 2,095 from 1d. to 
2s, 6d. 
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The amount of annual loss by insolvency has been shown 
Yrom former returns to have varied considerably, reaching 
about £25,000,000 in more recent times, and averaging, as 
,estimated in my last report, about £20,000,000 per annum 
-during the then last five years, 1875-79. 

The amount being of secondary importance, and purely 
speculative, depending on the possible results from thousands 
-of estates not yet wound up, and respecting the great 
majority of which nothing will ever be known, I did not 
think it necessary to explain that those figures were only 
intended to suggest in round millions a very rough estimate 
-of probable minimum loss, so far as it could be estimated 
from the ascertained results of comparatively few cases, with 
the considerable margin that should always be allowed in 
such estimates. Want of this explanation appears to have 
led to some misapprehensions ; among others to an impres- 
‘sion that the accurate maximum loss of each year may be 
worked ovt by a rule which perhaps might serve for the pur- 
poses of a very rough estimate of minimum loss in the year 
“1870, and with some allowance, in one or two other 
years the estates of which were of considerable average size; 
but it is clear that no rule which would apply to such years 
could apply to the remaining years in which the average of 
-assets was much smaller, because, as frequently explained, 
the rate of costs, expenses, and every other element of loss is 
“very much greater in smaller than in larger estates. The 
- amount of loss, as shown for each year by that rule, proves, 
however, that my estimate for the above five years was, 
either by mistake or misprint, at least a million too low; 
correcting it to about £21,000,000, and estimating the loss 
for the year 1880 at about £14,900,000, the average for the 
‘last six years would be about £20,000,000 per annum. 

So far as they may represent the state of trade the returns 
for the year 1880 show a satisfactory decrease in the better 
class of insolvencies, and consequently in the amount of loss ; 
‘but, as before observed, bankruptcy statistics refer to the 
working of the bankruptcy law rather than to the state of 
trade, and the returns show no improvement in the points to 
which attention bas been directed in this and former reports, 
among others the constant increase of petty arrangements and 
compositions of almost nominal value. The rate of costs in 
closed bankruptcies was higber than in any preceding year, 
being 41} per cent.-of net assets, or 3 per cent. more than 
in the year 1879, and 11 per cent. more than in the year 
1873, when the assets were of about the same average. 
This is accounted for partly by the assets of two large bank- 
ruptcies being entirely absorbed by costs, chiefly of litiga- 
tion; partly by the closing in the last two years of estates 
that have been a considerable time in hand, and partly by 
the fact that in the early years of the Act a larger propor- 
tion of estates were undertaken by creditor trustees without 
remuneration, or by solicitors uader the provisions of section 
29 of the Act, at a moderate percentage, including their pro- 
fessional charges. 

The balance of unemployed funds in bankruptcy on the 
the 31st of December, 1830, was £308,907 ; judging only 
by their relative assets in the last two years, there would 
be not quite four millions between bankruptcy and liquida- 
tion, the whole of which fand is in the hands, or under the 
control, of the trustees, except £14,467 unclaimed dividends 
-&c.,in bankruptcy, lodged in the Bank of England. Like 
the former estimates, the above supposes that the sume trus- 
tees who in bankruptcy need to be considerably pressed to 
perform their duties, perform them as regularly in liqui- 
dation without any supervision or chance of the results of 
their administration being known. The amount of 
unclaimed dividends in bankruptcy affords, moreover, no 
index to the probable amount in liquidation; general rules 
require trustees in liquidation to reserve dividends for all 
persons who appear as creditors in the bankrupt’s statement, 
or who may notify that they claim to be creditors; the 
emount of unclaimed dividends may be largely increased 
by imaginary claims, and various other means to the ad- 
—- of trustees, but, without reference to that ar 

iderable fands must remain in their hands that in 
bankruptcy would be distributed among the persons who had 
proved that they were creditors, 











OBITUARY. 


*,.* In our Obituary column last week, we noticed the 
death of Mr. W. C. A. Wit1tams, of Monmouth, who, we 
are glad to learn, is still living. The error arose from 
confounding Mr. W. C. A. Williams’ name with that of the 
late Mr. T, J. A. Williams, of Monmouth. 


MR, FENTHAM HEDGES. 


Mr. Fentham Hedges, barrister, died at his chambers, 2, 
Old-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, on the 1st inst., from accidental 
poisoning. Mr, Hedges was the son of the late Mr. Killing- 
worth Hedges, of Sunbury. He was born in 1853, and he 
was educated at Exeter College, Oxford, where he graduated 
second class in jurisprudence in 1875, He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in July, 1878, and he was an 
equity draftsman and conveyancer. Mr, Hedges was found 
dead on the morning of the Ist inst., and upon a post 
mortem examination, a quantity of cyavide of potassium 
was discovered in his stomach. He was in the habit of 
occupying his leisure time with chemical experiments, and 
it is supposed that, having become faint through the fumes 
of the chemicals, he inadvertently drank the poison, A 
coroner’s inquest has been held, at which a verdict of “death 
by misadventure.’ was returned. Mr. Hedges-was un- 
married. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas CattHorPz BLoFeELpD, barrister, has been 
appointed Chancellor of the Diocese of Norwich, in succes- 
sion to Mr. John Worlledge, deceased. Mr. Blofield was 
educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated 
jn the second class of the classical tripos in 1859. He was 
called tothe bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1859, and 
he is a member of the South-Eastern Circuit, practising 
locally at Norwich. He was for several years one of the 
staff of the WeeKLy Reporter, and he was appointed re- 
corder of the borough of Ipswich in 1878, 


Mr. Henry Barrett Bravtey, solicitor, of Folkestone, ~ 


has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the County 
of Kent. 

Mr. R. Cuapmay, solicitor, of 92, London-wall, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Tuomas Herpert Epwarp Foorp, solicitor, of 16, 
Pkilpot-lane, E.C., and Forest Hill, Kent, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature, 

Mr. Heesert Joun Lioyp, solicitor, of Carmarthen and 
Haverfordwest, has been appointed a Perpetual Commis- 
sioner for Carmarthenshire and the Town and County of the 
Town of Carmarthen for ‘taking the Acknowledgments of 
Deeds by Married Women. 

Mr. Morais Owen, solicitor, of Carnarvon, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Carnarvonshire for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women, 

Mr. Francis Scort, solicitor, of 63, Aldermanbury and 
Hounslow, has been appointed a Commissioner to ad- 
minister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Joun Wutrtnan, solicitor, of Ripon, has been ap- 
pointed Registrar of the Ripon County Court (Circuit No. 
15), on the resignation of his partner, Mr, John Frederick 
Augustus Coppen, Mr. Whitham was admitted in 1876. 


= 


COMPANIES. 


65 DR 7 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Joint Stock Companies. 

Limiten 1s CHANCERY, ren | 
Avrautonw Agraten Warne Company, Limitey,—By °° f the 

by the M.R., dated July 30, it was ordeted that the /#" ° 
be wound up. Satchell and Chapple, Queen st, Chy «fom aa 
for Harris, Crich, solicitor for the company * stigma 








Aug. 13, 1881. * 
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Bmauinewam Acorw Horet Company, Liurtep. — Petition for 
winding up, eo July 30, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on Nov 5. Robinson and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for 
Rowlands and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the petitioners 

MawvracturErs’ Free Insurance Company, Liuirgep.—Fry, J, 
has, by an order dated July 25, appointed William Henry Fox, 17, 
Austin Friars, to be official li ase Creditors are required, 
on or before Sept 30, to send their names and addresses and the 
particulars of their debts or claims to the above. Oct 28 at 12 is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating u the debts and claims 

Samvt Brrpz’s WeisH State anp Stas Company, Liwirep.—By 
an order made by the M.R., dated July 16, it was ordered that the 
above com; be wound up. Marsland, St Swithin’s lane, 
solicitor for the petitioner 

Swiss UNSWEETENED Pure Mitx Company, Liurrep.—Petition 
for winding up, presented July 29, directed to be heard before 
Cave, J, on Augi17. Talbot, Bennet’s hill, Doctors’ commons, 
solicitor for the petitioner 

Unirep Szrvics Surrry Association, Limitep.—Creditors are 

uired, on or before Oct 1, to send their names and addresses 
= the particulars of their debts or claims, to Everitt Everitt, 
and Lieut-Col Francis Ottawa Shearman, 15, Leicester sq. Oct 
27 at 12 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


and claims 
(Gazette, Aug. 5.] 


BovrNEMOUTH AND Sovurn Coast Stream Packet Company, 
Ir#1TEp.—V.C. Hall has, by an order dated July 13, appointed 
Frederick Henry Cridland, Observer chmbrs, Bournemouth, to be 
official liquidator 

Comepy Oprra Company, Limitep.—By an order made by the 
M.R., dated July 30, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Lowless and Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, solicitors 
for the petitioner i 

Exgctric anD MaGnetic Company, Limitgp.—Fry, J, has, by an 
order dated July 29, appointed Dalton Easum, 302, Regent st, to 
be official liquidator. Creditors are requested, on or before Sept 
30, to send their names znd addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the above. Oct 28 at 12 is appointed for hear- 
ing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Enrretp Stup anp Race Covursrk Company, Lrurrep.—The M R. 
has fixed Aug 19 at 11, at his chambers, for the appoiatment of an 
official liquidator 

Grosvenor Co-opERATIVE Stores, Limitep.—By an order made 
by V.C. Hall, dated July 29, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above stores be continued. Sydney, Coleman 
st, solicitor for the petitioners 

Iuecer Breer Brewery, Limitgrp,—The M.R. has, by an order 
dated July 5, ap inted John Henry Champness, 10, Basinghall 
st, to be official liquidator 

Province or Brescra Stream Tramway Company, Liuirep.— 
Petition for winding up, presented Aug 8, directed to be heard 
before Cave, J, on Aug 17. Bellamy and Co, Bishopsgate st 
within, solicitors for the petitioners 

Sankey Brook anp AsxutTons Green Co.Lurertrs Company, 
Lrtirrp,—By an order made by the M.R., dated July 30, it was 
ordered that the above company be wound up. Sharpe and Co, 
Bedford row, agents for Peace and Co, Wigan, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

Sumsuren Mining Company, Limirep.—Creditors are required, 
on or before Oct 3, to send their names and addresses and the 

iculars of their debts or claims to Joseph John Saffery, 14, 
ld Jewry chmbrs. Oct 31 at 11 is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upon the debts and claims 
HEAL EvizaBetH, Limitrp.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Aug 4, directed to be heard before Cave, J, on Aug17. Beall and 
Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners i 
[ Gazette, Aug. 9.] 
County PALATINE oF LANCASTER. 

Vicronra Saw Mitt ayy Wagon Company, Liwitep.—Petition 
for winding up, presented Aug 6, directed to be heard before the 
V.C. on Aug 22, at his chambers, 21, Old sq, Lincoln’s inn, at 

0.30. Houghton and Myres, Preston, solicitors for the peti- 


l 
tioners 
[ Gazette, Aug. 9.] 


Frienpiy Societies Dissonvep. 

Lowze Swett Aaricurtvra, Lasoursrs’ Farenpiy Socrsry, 

Lower Swell, Gloucester, Aug 6 

81. Grorar’s Court, Unitkp Sugpxerpgssgs’ Society, Friendly 
Societies Hall, Castlegate, York, Aug 6 

[ Gazette, Aug. 9.]} 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Basnam, Groner, Staple inn, Holborn, Solicitor, Oct 1. Hannay 
v Basham, M.R. Gemmell, Essex st, Strand 

Brerzton, Frances, Little Massingham, Norfolk. Oct 1. Dew v 
Brereton, Hall, V.C. Iliffe, Bedford row 

Curntow, Rionaxp Horproox, Farnham Surrey, Draper. Oct 1, 
Knight v Scammell, V.O. Hall. Ward, Farnham 

Cownry, OnARurs, Hove, Sussex, Farmer. Oct1, Souch v Cow- 
ley, V.C. Hall. Woods and Dempster, Brighton 

GituErt, Grorex, Hilldrop crescent, Islington, Gent. Oct 1. 
MacGregor v Hudleston, V.O, Hall. Bramall, Lombard ct, Grace- 


fas 
a ly “saneta, Birmingham. Sept 10, Woolley v Wadhams, 

88 '4, Birmingham 
them as er) Knighton, Radnor, Retired Cattle Dealor, Sept 30. 


‘Maer, Jamas, Upland Peckham Lindsay yv.. 
Thenteee Bee VO. Hamstin Bes re, x 


Matyzar, Harriot, U Putney Park. Oct 1. 
Malyear v Hale, Hall, V.C. Crouch and Go, Queen Victoria st 
Mrrcxztt, J genet, Dartalt, York, Esq. Oct 1. Mitchell v Mi 
M.R. Stewart, Wakefield 
Pgarson, Any, West Bromwich, Licensed Victualler. Aug 31, 
a — Vv ne. Hall, V.C. of ackson, a a eam 
ELL, JONATHAN, Penygarreig, Osw A op. Oct 25. -R. 
Porsam, EpwarD Wiake 5 Atay Se nr Hun; ord. 
Oct 26. Popham v Mundy, Hall, V.C. Meynell, Whi pl, 
Westminster 
Surrn, Epmunp Jamzs, Whitehall pl, Land Agent. Sepr 21/ 
mona y + ee. Hall, V.C. Hardisty and Rhodes, Gt Marl-- 
rough si 
Wittiams, Epwarp, Rhayader, Radnor, Esq. Sept1. Williams v 
Williams, Bacon, V.C. Underwood, Holles st, Cavendish sq 
WiruErs, Wii114M, Cranfield rd, Deptford, Master Mariner. Sept 
1, Withers vy Withers, M.R. Marchant, George yd, Lombard st 
(Gazette, July 29.] 


Fearn, Jos, Slaley, Derby, Retired Farmer. Oct 1. Wardman v 
Fearn, Hall, V.C. Skidmore, Matlock ‘Bath 
HaRLanD, Joun THomas, Tixall Lodge, nr Stafford, M.D. Oct 1. 
Harland v Entwistle, Hall, V.C. Davenport, Chancery lane 
Ricwarps, Jostan, Lianddowror, Carmarthen, Farmer. Sept 1. 
Nicholas v Richards, Fry J. Lewis, Narberth 
SwinsceNz, Epwarp, Malvern Link, Worcester, Land Surveyor. 
Sept 1. Swinburne v Pitt, M.R. Whatley, Malvern 

(Gazette, Aug. 2.] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Barxgr, SamvuBt, Sheffield, Merchant. Sept 2l. Burdekin and Co, 
Sheffield 
Baxrigip, Evizasgtu, Highfield, Godalming, Surrey. Aug 24,- 


Mell ming , 
BLaNTERN, WILLIAM, Ellesmere, Salop, Gent. Aug 20. Salter, 
Aug 23. 


Ellesmere 

Brown, GrorGe, Thrumpton, Nottingham, Miller. 

Marshall, East Retford 

Cuayton, Witttam, Sheffield, Engraver. Aug/29. Webster and 
Styring, Sheffield 

Couston, JosrpHx Cartsr, Woodstock terr, Stroud Green rd,. 
Chemist. Aug 22. Harris, Leicester 

Dickinson, Tuomas, Beverley, York, Gent. Aug3l. Kirkpatrick, 
Market Weighton 

Harrison, James Stockpa.e, Lancaster, Esq. Aug3l. Swainson 
and Co, Lancaster 


Hazeut, Wri1ram, Farnham, Surrey, Manufacturer. Aug 27. 
Potter, m 
Jonxs, Josrpx, Abberley Hall, Worcester, Esq. Oct 15. Tweedale- 


and Co, Oldham 
Juxss, ArtHuR, Suffield Lodge, South Tottenham, Civil Engineer. 
Nov 30. Noon and Clarke, Blomfield st 
Mityzz, Joun, Ingleton, Durham, Butcher. Sept 20. Bowes anu 


Hett, Darlington 

PaRkINSON, CHkISTOPHER, Ramsbottom, Lancaster, Retired: 
Farmer. Aug 23. Grundy, Bury 

Pariuirs, Lucy Racnet, Finsbury Park rd, Hornsey. Sept 10. 
Price, Walbrook 

RicHarpson, Exizansetn, St John’s Wood rd. Ang 31. Mullings 
and Co, Cirencester 

Rosgrt, Witut1aM Tuomas, Tancredston, Pembroke, Farmer. Aug 


31. Price, Haverfordwest 

Roegrs, Epwarp, St Martin's, Salop, Farmer. Aug 20. Salter, 
Ellesmere 

Roos, ALEXANDER, Gt Pulteney st, Golden sq, Gent. Ang 31. 
Lattey and Hart, Devonshire sq, Bishopsgate 

Scriven, Josspx Wiit1aM, Gt St Andrew st, Bloomsbury, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer. Aug 23. Crump, Budge row, Cannon st 

SxHErwin, Jayz, Carthope, York. Aug 12. Coppin and Whitham, 
Ripon 

Pin an Joun Atrrep, Seven Sisters’ rd, Optical Turner. Sept 
1. Heathfield and Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Srevens, Caartes, Hurstpierpoint. Sussex, Tailor, Aug 31. 
Maydwell, Brighton 

Watxer, Jouy, Stamiand, Halifax, Cotton Merchant. Oct 1. 
Emmet and Walker, Halifax 

Watkins, Jonny, Montpelier sq, Colonel in the Honourable East 
India Company’s Service. .Aug 31. Waddilove and Nutt, 
Godliman st, Doctors’ commons 

Waattry, Tuomas, Woodville, Dunham Massey, Chester, Commis- 


sion Agent. Sept3. Minor, Manchester 
[ Gazette, July %.] 


NEW ORDERS. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Lone Vacation, 1881. 
Judge's Papers. 

The foliowing papers for the Vacation Judge are required 
to be left with the officer in attendance at the Royal Courte 
of Justice (Room 136), on or before the Monday previous 
to the day on which the application to the judge is intended 
to be made :— 

1, Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special 
leave granted by the judge. 

2. Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if 








avies, Fry, J. Peters, Knighton 
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any), avd any other documents showing the nature of the 
3. Two copies of notice of motion. 
4. Office copy affidavits in support with exhibits, and also 
the effidavita in answer, if any filed. 


Mr. Justice Cave will sit as Vacation Judge to hear 
urgent applications in chancery cases in the Rolls Court 
on Wednesday, August 17, at 11 a.m., and on every follow- 
‘ing Wednesday until further notice—vide farther partica- 
lars in printed vacation notice. 

Oa Tuesday and Thursday in every week Mr. Jastice 
ave will attend Jadges’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Jus- 
tice, to hear summonses in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
when spplications for ex parte injanctions or for special 
leave to serve notice of motion, or other urgent applica- 
tions in. chancery matters may be made to his lordship. 
The time of making the application should be arranged 
with his lordship’s clerk at judge’s chambers. 

On other days application may be made to Mr. Justice 
Cave at his lordship's residence, Manor Park, Chislehurst. 
Kent. 

Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, August 9, 1881. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
AUG. 5.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitts.—Brighton and Hove Gas, Great Western 
Railway, Caterham Spring Water. 
AUG. 8.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Pablic Works Loans. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brits.—London and South-Western Railway, 
Rotherbam and Bawtry Railway. 
AUG. 9.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Ecclesiastical Courts Regulation, Metropolitan Board of 
‘Works (Money), Central Criminal Court (Prisons), Corrupt 
Practices (Suspension of Elections). 
BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Public Works Loans. 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Pervate Birt.—Kiagston and London Railway. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
AUG. 4—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Corrupt Practices (Suspension of Elections), British 
Hondaras (Court of Appeal), Pedlars (Certificates). 

BILL WITHDRAWN. 

Exemption from Distress. 

AUG. 5.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 

National Debt, Indian Loan. 

BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Corrupt Practices (Suepension of Elections) (aleo read 

third time), Conveyancing and Law of Property. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Piris.—Baget Estate, Croker Estate, Manu- 
facturers and Millowners’ Mutual Aid Association, St. 
Jobn’s Hospital (Bedford). 

British Honduras (Court of Appeal). 

AUG. 8.—BILL, READ A SECOND TIME. 

Patriotic Fand. 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 

Conveyancing and Law of Property. 

AUG. 9.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 

Bills of Exchange. 

AUG. 10.~BILL IN COMMITTEE, 

Patriotic Fand. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


Tn Callahan v. Stanley, California Supreme Court (June 
15, 1881, 7 Pac. L. J. 672), saysthe Albany Law Ji 
the lessee of farming land cov that the “stubble” 
should belong to the landlord. In an action by the land- 
lord’s assignee to recover damages for having been pre. 
vented from grazing his sheep on the land, held, that 
evidence was admissible to prove that by the custom of 
the locality of the leased premises the word “ stubble” 
included whatever was left upon the grourd after harvest, 
The court said: “It was the duty of the court to construe 
the contract in such a way as to render it operative and 
effectual to carry out the purpose of the parties asex- 
pressed in the language and terms which they used. As 
a general rule, the words of a contract are to be understood 
in their ordinary and popular sense rather than 
according to their strict legal meaning; but if they 
are used in a technical sense, they should be 
interpreted as usually understood by persons in the 
profession or business to which they relate ; or, if they have 

special meaning given to them by usage, the meanin 
should be followed. In such a case evidence explanatory 
the words is admissible, not for the purpose of adding to or 
qualifying or contradicting the contract, but for the purpose 
of ascertaining it by expounding the language, and so 
enabling the court to interpret it according to the actual in- 
tention of the parties, and the law and usage of the place 
where it isto be performed. If there was an existing usage 
among farmers as to the meaning of the word ‘stubble’ 
when this contract was made, it must be inferred that the 
contracting parties, being farmers, contracted with reference 
to it, and that they used the word in the broader meaning 
which was given to it by that usage, and not in the ordinary 
or popular sense. Evidence of such usage and meaning was 


"| therefore admissible to define and explain the peculiar or 


local meaning of the word as it was used in the contract.” 
(See Randall v. Smith, 63 Me, 105; S. C., 18 Am. Rep. 200, 
and note, 204; Jones v. Hoey, 22 Alb. L. J. 297.) 


The trial of Thomas Colclough, stamp distributor, in the 
Queen’s Bench Division of the Irish High Court, charged 
with having forged and issued stamps to the value of 
several thousand pounds, terminated in the Commission 
Court in a verdict of “Guilty” on all counts. Mr. Porter, 
Q.C., counsel for the prisoner, applied that judgment 
should be deferred and sentence arrested pending the appeal 
ona legal point arising in the amendment of tho. trial. 
The prisoner was first arraigned on an indictment which 
alleged that he feloniously and with intent to defraud forged 
a certain die. To that he pleaded “not guilty.” Then 
jorors were called, and after the Crown had exercised 
their right of ordering jurors to stand by, and after some 
challenges by the prisoner, the jury were sworn. The 
Crown stated that they intended to try the prisoner on 
another and a different indictment, on which he had not 
been arraigned, and to which he had not pleaded. The prisoner 
then pleaded to the d indictment and the trial proceeded 
upon it, Counsel said it was clear that that course of pro- 
cedure was erroneous. Until the prisoner had pleaded to 
the indictment on which he was to be tried, the jury 
should not have been called and empannelled. As he did 
not plead until after the jury were sworn, the whole pro- 
ceedings were void. Mr. Justice Barry observed that 
poe might bring a writ.of error, Mr. Murphy, Q.C., 
counsel] for the Crown, remarked that these fravds com- 
menced in 1871, and bad gone on increasing until 1879. He 
could prove the facts by witnesses. Mr Justice 
said they could be proved by affidavit. The prisoner was 
then put back. Several witnesses proved the issue of th 
forged stamps. When the police reached the prisoner's 
office they found a die for 1s. 6d. stamps, and a stamping 
press, and apparatus for taking fac-similes, They also 
ound paper with the arms torn off and seven stamps tern 
up. 











SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Aug. 18.—Mesere. Pkton & Newson, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 
p-m., Block of Buildings (seo advertisement, July 30, 








p- 4). 








FOR eo e"*§ oa: s 


Aug. 13, 188%. DHE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 285 








LONDON. GAZETTES. 
Bankrupts. 
Prrpay, Aug. 6, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To-Surrender in London. 
Blackman, William, Old Kent rd, Potato Salesman. Pet Ang 2. 


Murray. Aug 16 at 12 
a William Ji = se lane, Wine Merchant. Pet Aug 


meg oa ug 1 
sutenn, ao “4. Finsbury, Leather Dresser. Pet 
Aug 3. Pepys. 4 at 12. 
Hutchinson, at ornhill 4 enn. Licensed Victualler. 
Pet Aug 2. — Aug 24 at 1 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Festing, Augustus Morton, Plymouth, pode Merchant. Pet Aug 3. 
Edmonds. East Stonehouse, Aug 19 at 
Jenner, Samuel, » Tailor. Pet a 2. Cole. Birming- 
ham, Sept 1 at 1l 
Looney, William, Whitehaven, res Grocer. Pet Aug 3. 
Were. Whitehaven, Aug 17 at 
Lord, J W Bedminster, Bristol, Draper. Pet Aug3. Harley 
Bristol, Aug 16 at 2 
Tuxspar, August 9, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 186¥. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Barrett, William Thomas, Windermererd, Upper Holloway, Gent. 
Pet Aug 6. Murray. Aug 23 at 11 
Field, George Harding, Chatsworth rd, Lower Clapton, Builder. 
Pet. Aug 5. Murra; ” Aug 31 at 11 
Charles, ombard st. Pet Aug 4. Pepys. Aug 24 at 


Matts, Joseph, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Licensed Victualler, Pet 
Aug 4. Pepys. Aug 24at1 

“oY, eh pea Richard, Mark lane, Solicitor. Pet Aug 5. Pepys. 

ept 1 al 

Reynolds, George, Blackfriars rd, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Aug 4. 

Pepys. Sept 2 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Brown, James, Pulham, St Mary the virgin, Norfolk, Butcher. 
Pet Aug 4. Grimsey. Ipswich, Aug 23 at 11.30 

Halford, Law Rooks, Bradford, York, Butter Factor. Pet Aug 6. 
Lee. ‘Bradford, Aug 19 at 12 

Serrell, Campbell, Ilminster, Somerset, Esq, Pet Aug 4. Batten. 
Yeovil, Aug 30 at 11 

Walters, William, Eirw, Porth, nr Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
Pet Ang 2. Spickett. Ponty pridd, Aug 20 at 10 

Wibberley, Brian, Sturston, Derby, Miller. Pet Aug4. Hubbersty. 
Burton-on-Trent, Sept 27 “at 1.30 

Williamson, Edwin, Ashton-under-Lyne, Boot Manufacturer. Pet 
Aug 6. Hall. Ashton-under-Lyne, Aug 26 at 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ego ag 
Turspay, Aug. 9, 1881 
‘Cresswell, Edward Engleheart, and Frederick Robert Barnett, 
Fenchurch st, Ship Brokers, Aug 5 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, August 5, 1881. 
Auty, James, East Ard » nr W efield, York, Farmer. Aug 18 at 
11 at the Roy: ‘al Hotel, akefield. Shaw, Dewsbury 
Bailey, Samuel, Bolton, Lancaster, Earthenware Dealer. Aug 17 
at 3 at offices of Ramwell and Co, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Baldwin, John Frederick, Mitford, Northumberland, Farmer. Aug 
12 at 2 at offices of Taylor, Grainger st, West, Newcastle-on- 
'yne 
Beaumont, Alfred, Huddersfield, Warehouseman. Aug 17 at 11 at 
offices of Johnson and Crook, Market wall, Huddersield 
Blunsdon, William Baker, North Moreton, Berks, Farmer. Aug 18 
at 2 at the Lamb Hotel, High st, Wallingford. Hedges and Co, 
Wallingford 
Brown, Thomas, Birmingham, Fruit Salesman. Aug 19 at 11 at 
offices of Ansell, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Bye, Edmund, Westhall rd, Forest hill, Builder, Aug 2é#at2 at 
lll, Cheapside, Pettiver, College st, College hill 
Cartwright, Joseph, Castle Donnington, Leicester, Baker, Aug 18 
at 11 at offices of Fisher and Co, Asby-de- la-Zouch 
Cheever, William Cannell, and Frederie Pooley, Liverpool, Wine 
Merchants. Aug 18 at 2 at the Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st, 
Harris and Gorst, Liverpool 
Cowburn, Samuel, and Sidney Cowburn, Manufacturing Chemists. 
Gomersal, York. Aug 17 at 3 at offices of Carr and Cadman, 
Crown st, Cleckheaton 
me Ephraim, March, Cambridge, Farmer. Aug 15 at 11 at offices 
Sidney and Ollard, York row, Wisbech 
Daniel, William Edward, Short Heath, nr Wolverhampton, Licensed 
Victualler. Aug 19 at ‘W2at offices of Baker, Bridge st, Walsall 
artrall, Henry Thomson, Cheltenham, Seedsman, Aug 26 at Liat 
offices of Heath, Re; ee st, ham 
Dealtry, John, Hole Culeheth, nr Warrington, Butcher. Aug 24 
at 3 at offices of Storer and Lloyd, Fountain st, Manchester 
as, Radley, Berks, Farmer. Aug 10 at 3 at Crown and 
pale Ho Hotel,  Abingdo ha Dasha, and Son, Abingdon 
urham, oo. Aug M4at 11 at 
offices of waa eatiensle 4 
‘cott, W: hice 2 Butcher, Aug 10 at 12 at 
0 can Cowal rou on aoa 


Dury, J Miner, Aug 15 at 12 a1 office of 
amen Mesh sti hs 





ee 


Easterbrook, Nicholas 
Aug 10 at 3 at. offices: of 
Freeman, Charles, 


Farmer. = 
New a ey aan “a 
Bothamley, Queen 


French, Edward, eas out of a an 19at lla 
offices of Kilby and Chipping N 

Clifton, Bri: mgrocer, . 19 at 12 at 

ofices of Stanley and Co, Teal Insurance bidgs, Corn st, Bris 


Gentle, John, Bow rd, Ham and Beef Dealer. Aug 15 at 3 at offices 
of Dashwood, Mark lane 


Gostling, William Thomas, ton, Bookseller. Aug 17 at3 at 

offices of Nye and Greenwood, y an s-inn 

, Harry, Weston st, Southwark, Provision Dealer. 
1 at offices of Hanson, King st, Cheapside. Wetberfeld, Queen 
st, Cheapsi 

Grieves, James, Mincing lane, Commission Merchant. Aug 17 at 
12 at City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. Wickens, Palmerston 

ldgs, Old Broad st 
John, Dunmow, Essex, Butcher. Aug 23 at 10 at offices of 
Snell, Gt Dunmow 

Harrison, James, Horncastle, Lincoin, Cattle Dealer. Aug 22 at 11 
at offices of Tweed and Co, Saltergate 

Hill, Josiah, Coventry, Warwick, Corn Dealer. is 18 at llat 
offices of Goate, Little Park st, Coventry 

Hodge, William, Bristol, Grocer. Aug 13 at 12 at offices of Sprod, 
John st, Bristol. Essery, Bristol 

Holden, Jonathan George, Wi oy orang Innkeeper. Aug 23 
at 11 at offices of Johnson, King st, 

Hopkinson, Nathan, Pimbhole *Lavcaster. ney 22 at3 at 
offices of Anderton and Donnelly, arden st, B 

Howard, Cyrus, Birkenhead, Chester, Baker. ‘aug 3 20 at 11 at office 
of Bleakley and Downham, Hamilcon sq, Birkenhead 

Johnson, Joseph, Eieaasiiosieen Carnarvon, ne Aug 19 at 
12 at offices of Allanson, Bron —— 

Kemp, Richard, jun, Gorleston, Suffolk, Companies. Aug 24 at 12 
at offices of Blake, Hall quay chmbrs, Gt Yarmouth. Palmer, Gt 
Yarmouth 

Keppler, John, Commercial rd East, Baker. Aug 22 at 3 at offices of 
Morris, Paternoster row 

Kerstein, George Henry, Cardwell ter, Holloway, Baker. Aug 15 at 
me at offices of Ogle, Long acre 

g, George David, Millbrook, Southampton, Grocer. Aug 19 at 
er at Creditors’ Association, Arthur st Best i London bridge. May 
and Co, Adelaide pl 

Lawley, William, Grove hill road, Denmark hill, out of business. 
Aug 18 at3 at Offices of Curtis, Ola Jewry chbrs 

Marshall, Edwin, Wakefield, York, Fruiterer. Aug 17 at 3.at offices 
of Lodge, Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 

Martin, William, Saint Helen’s, Lancaster, Painter. Aug 30 at 3 
at Crescent Hotel, Liverpool rd, Saint Helen’s. Tremewen, Man- 
chester 

Mills, James, Hulme, Manchester, Japan Furniture Manufacturer. 
Aug 8 at 3 at offices of Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq, 
Manchester 

Mobbs, William, Leicester, Photographer. Aug 19 at 3 at offices of 
Loseby and Battiscombe, Market pl, Leicester 

Moore, John William, Stean, nr Middlesmoor, York, Farmer. Ang 16 
atl at offices of Bateson and Hutchinson, Ripon 

Morris, John, Broughton, Lancaster, Wheelwright. Aug 19 at 3 at 
offices of Blackhurst. Fox st, Preston 

Merchant. Aug 23 at 2at 
derton and 





Murphy, Fraak, Bury, I t Slate 
Dog and Partridge Inn, Fennell st, Manchester. An 
Donnelly, Bury 

Nicholson, Senior, Batley, York, Flock Merchant. Aug 18at3 at 
the Station Hotel, Batley. Walker 

Nunn, Cornelius, St, Mary’s rd, Yl Traveller. Ang 19 at 
12 at offices of Plunkett and Leader, St. Paul’s churchyard 

Nuttman, Richard Jonathan, Maple rd, Penge, Clothier. Aug 25at 
3 at offices of Noton, Lombard st 

Orton, Thomas, Ravenstone, Leicester, out of business. Aug lat 
11 at offices of Fisher and Co, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Parr, Jonathan, Westleigh, nr Manchester, Coal Miner, Ang 19 at 
3 at offices of Tay! jor and Sons, Church st, bh 

Popple, Robert, Scarborough, York Builder. Aug 15 at 3 at offices 
OP Cornwall and Watts, Queen st, Scarborough 

Posener, David, Commercial st, East, Tobacco Pipe Manufacturer. 
Aug 24 at 2 at offices of Lee, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 

Rodda, Walter Alan, Stratford, Essex, Builder. Aug 12 at 3 at 
offices of Dashw 00a, Mark lane 

Russell, James, John Lemmon Russell, and Hezekiah Russel!, Union 
rd, Tafnell park, Photographers. Aug 19 at 2 at offices of 
Gregory, Bast st. Chichester 

Russell, Robert, Mumbles, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler, Aug 
18 at 3 at the Adelphi Hotel, Wind st, Swansea. John, Swansea 

Shemilt, John David, Leigh, 3 , Farmer, Aug i at3 at at 
offices of Welch, Carolina st, Longton 

Simkin, Henry, Bedford terrace, Kensington, Grocer. Aug 18 at2a 
offices of Warde, Chancery lane 

Simpson, John Wilkinson, Hurworth, Durham, Butcher. Aug 17 
at 11 at offices of Barren, —— TOW, | Darlington 

Standbridge, Bdwin, I Aug 22 at 11 at office 
of Clark and Co, Church st, icone 

Stephenson, Charles, Leeda, Grocer, ine 19at ll at Law Pnstitu- 
tion, Albion pl, Leeds 

Sugden, William, Bradford, Aug 18 at 11 at offices of Hutchinson 
and Son, Piccadilly chbrs, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Sykes, Charles Ernest, Slaithwaite, nr yom Draper. Aug 
“13 at 10.30 at offices of A. need, Confort Hall, New st, Hu 

Taylor. Mary Jane, Gatesh ‘onfectioner, Aug 18 at.12 at office 
of Maw, jen, Market pl, Bis! uckland 

Walker, John Booth, and Jane a Huddersfield, Timber Mer. 
chants, Aug lS at3at Pack Horse Hotel, Huddersfield. Millis 
we ay , Huddersfield 

Alfred, kley, York, Outfitter, Aug M4 at 10,90 at Guildhall 

WOothe Tavern, Gardiner and Jemlery, Bradford 
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liffe Watts, Shelton, Stafford, Dental Surgeon. 


Whitti 
mn hy Jackson, Chea; 


Aug 15 at pside, Hanley — 
Williams, Robert, Holywell, a Ang 29 at 12 at Albion Hotel, 


Chester. Davies and Ro! — ; i 
Winbush, Edward Thomas, Upper Thames st, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug 22 at 2 at offices of Layton and Co, Budge row 
Tuxspay, August 9, 1881. 
Alcock, William, Tunstall, Stafford, Beerseller. Aug 18 at3 at offices 
of Alcock, Market st, Tunstall 
a on at 3 


Aliband, William, Kingswinford, Stafford, Painter. 
at offices of Homfray and Holberton, High st, Brierley 

Allison, Henry, Falsgrave, Scarborough, York, Boot Maker. 
Aug a 12 at offices of Shirley and Co, Huntriss row, Scar- 

roug 

Anderson, Joseph, Darlington, Durham, Brewer’s Traveller, 
Aug 23 at ll at offices of Wilkes and Wilkes, Northgate, Darling- 
ton 

Badger, Joseph, Sheffield, Joiner. Aug 19 at 3 at offices of Webster 
and Styring, Hartshead, Sheffield 

Bailey, William, Burslem, Stafford, Potter’s Gilder. Aug 23 at 11 
at oe of Tomkinson and Furnival, St John’s chmbrs, Queen st, 
Burslem 

Bate, Albert, East Stonehouse, Watchmaker. Aug 19 at 11 at 
— of Russell, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Adams, Ply- 
mout 

Bebbington, John, Wharton, Chester, Beerhouse Keeper. Aug 24 at 
at 11 at offices of Green and Dixon, High st, Winsford 

Bedford, William John, Lamberhurst, Kent, Miller. Aug 19 at 3.30at 
Swan Hotel, Tunbridge Wells. Aitkens, Ticehurst 

Blackburne, Gilbert Ireland Montagu, Bristol, Solicitor. Aug 19 at 2 
at No. 4 Room, Athenwum, Corn st, Bristol. Bramble 

Blewitt, Thomas, Gt Bridge, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Aug 22 
at 12 at offices of Baker, Bridge st, Walsall 

Bowden, Henry, Exeter, Fishing Tackle Manufacturer. Aug 18 at 
4at Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Friend, Exeter 

Brittain, Henry, Birmingham, Wire Worker. Aug 19 at 11 at 
Grand Hotel, Colmore row, Birmingham. Free, Birmingham 

Brown, Thomas, Thornbury, nr Bradford, York, Grocer. Aug 20 at 
10.30 at offices of Berry and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 

Chaffe, Robert, Topsfield rd, Crouch End, Builder. Aug 19 at 2 at 
offices of Norris, Southampton bldgs, Chancery-lane 

Clayton, William, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. Aug 23 at 3 at 
offices of Stone and Co, Welford pl, Leicester 

Coates, Henry, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Aug 22 at 3 at 
offices of Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 

Cocks, Charles, Cardiff, Builder. Aug 22 at 3 at offices of Griffith. 
and Corb:tt, Quay st, Cardiff 

Coltman. Alfred Henry, High st, Shoreditch, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug 31 at 3 at offices of Thompson and Co, Cornhill 

Crapp, John Charles, Truro, Cornwall, Grocer. Aug 18 at 2 at offices 
of Cook, Coombe lane, Truro 

Crewe, Henry, Ledbury, Hereford, Jeweller. Aug 29 at 12 at Star 
Hotel, Worcester. Piper, Ledbury 

Cramp, Thomas William, Grendon Bishop, Hereford, Gardener. 
Aug 23 at 11 at offices of Scobie, Offa st, Hereford 

Dale, Henry William, and Frederick Charles Dale, Hastings, Boot 
Dealers, Aug 22 at 12 at Law Institution, Chancery lane. 
Chalinder, Hastings 

Dancer, Ellen, Hanley, Baker. Aug 24 at 2 at offices of Bishop and 
Topham, Bank chbrs, Hanley 

Devonald, Evan, High st, Portland Town, Carver. Aug19 at 2 at 
offices of Johnson, Seymour pl, Marylebone rd 
ickinson, John William, Sheffield, Cattle Dealer. 
offices of Webster and Styring, Hartshead, Sheffi 

Dodge, John, West Coker, Somerset, Beerhouse Keeper. Aug 20 at 
3 at offices of Watts, Yeovil 

Earle, Edward Septimus, Brentford, Surgeon. Aug 22 at 12 at 
Star and Garter Hotel, Kew Bridge. Peacock and Goddard, South 
sq, Gray’s inn 

Edwards, John Willcox, Stourport, Innkeeper. Aug 30 at 3 at office 
of Thursfield, Swan st, Kidderminster 

Elliot, Michael Henry, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ship Broker. Aug 
23 at 11 at offices of Gillespie and Co, Cross House chbrs, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. Lynn, Blyth 

Elliott, Henry Ley, Exeter, Ironmonger. Aug 24 at 1 at Swan 
Hotel, Bristol. Campion 


Aug 22 at 3 at 
eld 


Ellis, Benjamin, Commercial st, Spitalfields, Wholesale Clothier. 
Aug 16 at 3 at offices of Cattlin, Wormwood st, Old Bioad st 
Evans. Williams, Cardiff, Brick Merchant. Aug 20 at 3 at offices of 
Westyr-Evans, Church st, Cardiff 
Farley, Henry James, Lianwtryd, Brecon, Innkeeper. Aug 23 at 
11 at offices of Jones, Market st, Llandovery 
Fay, James Charles, King’s rd, Chelsea, Tobacconist. Sept 3 at 1 
at offices of Smith, Leadenhall st 
Fedden, Samuel, Bristol, Provision Merchant. Aug 20 at 11 at the 
Merchants’ Association, Broad st, Bristol. Beckingham, Bristol 
Forknall, Thomas, Leicester, Leather Dealer. Aug 29 at 3 at offices 
of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 
zewski, Adolph, Strand, Hair Dresser. Aug 27 at 11 at 22, 
Surrey st, Strand. Lane 
Edward Walker, Seaton Carew, Durham, Corn Factor. 
Ang % at 12 at offices of Garbutt, Victoria st, West Hartlepool 
ard, James, Leyton, Essex, Blacksmith. Aug 17 at 2 at 
Woodhouse Tavern, Harrow rd, Leytonstone. Hope, Bell yard, 
Gea tn Brighton, B 
, Ebenezer, Bri » Butler, Aug 24 at3 at offices of N 
North st, Brighton . a 


Gerrard, George Edward, Liverpool, Grocer. Aug 24 at3 
oft iliato, Elliott st, div ool 4 oT 
y , Hastings, Veertinary Surgeon. Aug 23 at 12 at offices 
of Langham, Robertson st, Hawines® . 

Grontage, John, Birmingham, Glass Quicker. Aug 18 at 11 at offices 


of Kast, Temple st, Birmingham 

Handby, J , Bolsover, by, Joiner. Aug 22 at 1.30 at offices 
of Jones and Middleton, Glamangate, Chesterfield. 

Harland, George, York, Provision Dealer. Aug 22 at 11 at offices of 
Holiday Smith, Petergate, York 








Harrington, John, m, Essex, Butcher’s Salesman. i 17 at 2 
at Mullen’s Hotel, onger lane. Seymour, —— idge 
Hawkes, George, Ardsley, Bedford, Farmer. Aug 24 at 3 at Swan 
Inn, Biggleswade. Veasey, Baldock : 
Hayhurst, Walter Plant, Manchester, Tailor. Aug 18 at 3 at Mitre 
Hotel, Cathedral ya, Manchester. Stevenson, Manchester 

Hemus, i William, Birmingham, Haberdasher. Aug 22 at 11 
at offices of Beale and Co, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Henderson, David, Birkenhead, Patent Sauce Manufacturer, 
Aug 20 at 11 at offices of Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 

Henthwaite, William, Lee Head, Birkby, Huddersfield, Painter, 
ane 22 at 3 at offices of Heaton, New st, Huddersfield. Grisdalf,. 
Leeds ¢ 

Hession, John, Hanley, Stafford, Fishmonger. Aug 17 at 10 a 
offices of Ashmall, Albion st, Hanley ' ‘ 

Holland, Thomas, and Thomas Thompson, Hartshorne, Leicester, 
Earthenware Manufacturers. Aug 19 at 12 at Wellington Hotel,. 
Leicester. Fisher and Co, Ashby-de-la-Zouch : 

Hollings, Edmund, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Botanic Chemist. Aug 24. 
at 12 at offices of Gabb, Essex pl, Cheltenham 

Hone, Alfred, Fitchett’s ct, Noble st, Trimming Manufacturer, 
Aug 29 at 3 at Offices of Noone and Clarke, Blomfield st 

Horn, Cornelias, Dunstable, Bedford, Straw Plait Dealer. Aug 15 
at 3 at Kempson’s, Bedford rd, Luton. Wells, St Albans 


Hudson, John, Whitby, York, Railway Clerk, Aug 25 at 11 at offices: 


of Franklavd and Co, Grape lane, Whitby 
Hughes, James, Liverpool, Tailor. Aug 20 at 1 at offices of Lowe,,. 


Mount pleasant, Liverpool 


Jackson, James, and Ashton ig Bishophill, York, Builders, 
Aug 23 at 11 at offices of Shaftoe, Bland’s court, Coney st, York 
Johnson, John George Ventris Field, Buckingham, Farmer. Aug 23 
“- at Bletchley park Hotel, Bletchley. Bull, Newport Pag- 
ne) 

Johnson, William, Parkgate, Chester, Grocer. Aug 22 at 3 at offices 
of Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 

Jones, Evan, Newquay, Cardigan, Draper. Aug 18 at 12 at Black 
Lion Hotel, Newquay. Hughes and Sons, Aberystwith 

Jones, William Rees, Ystradyfadwg, Glamorgan, Butcher. Aug 23 
at 11 at offices of Jones, Philharmonic chbrs, Cardiff 

Klein, Charlotte st, Portland pl, Commercial Traveller. Aug 20 at 
3 at offices Foster, Brurewick sq, Bloomsbury 

Kuenemann, Robert Anthony, Manchester, Calico Printer. Aug 25: 
at 11 at offices of Salomonson, Fountain st, Manchester 

Lashbrook, Benjamin, Great Torrington, Devon, Baker. Aug 19 at 
12 at offices of Smale, Bath House, Bideford 

Lyon, Henry, Goswell rd, Liceused Victualler.’ Aug 21 at 3 at 111,. 
Cheapside. Peckham and Co, Knight Rider st 

McGrane, James, Burton on Trent, Inland Revenue Officer. Aug 
31 at 11 at offices of Bright, Burton on Trent 

Murphy, James Christopher, Hunter st, Brunswick sq. Aug 20 at. 

2 at offices of Rogers, West st, Finsbury circus. Lomas, Hay- 


market 

Nevill, Edward, Newcastle under Lyme, Licensed Victualler. Aug 
20 at 11 at cffices of James. Nelson sq, Newcastle under Lyme 

Nichols, Thomas, Elsing, Norfolk, Farmer. Aug 22 at 4 at offices 
of Watson, Corn Hall, Fakenham 

North, Samuel, High Wycombe, Commercial Traveller. Aug 24 at 
3 at offices of Parker and Wilkins, Easton st, High Wycombe 

Odell, Edward John, Roman rd, North Bow, Baker. Aug 24 at 3.30 
at offices of Tatham and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Patch, Thomas, Stockwood, Dorset, Miller. Aug 20 at 11 at offices 
of Watts, Yeovil 

Patrick, James, Worcester, Butcher. Aug 22 at 3 atoffices of Allen 
and Co, Sansome pl, Worcester 

Penna, Samuel Thomas, Truro, Cornwall, Grocer. Aug 22 at 11 at 
offices of Dobell, jun, Quay st, Truro 

Pickford, Caroline Green Fester, and Annie Withecombe, Bristol, 
Furriers. Aug 16 at 10 at offices of Waterhouse, Broad st 

Pittaway, Henry, Dudley, Worcester, Builder. Aug 22 at 11 at 
offices of Stokes, Bennett’s Hill, Birmingham 

Pollard, William Richards, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Watchmaker, 
Aug 23 at 3 at offices of Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 

Prentice, Samuel, Alpine rd, Rotherhithe, Mercantile Clerk. Aug 
20 at 2 at offices of Morris, Aldermanbury Postern 

Reed, William, Sunderland, Durham, Dealer in Jewellery. Aug 19 
at 12 at offices of Alcock and Routledge, Frederick Lodge, St. 
Thomas st, Sunderland 

Renwick, Alfred Andrew, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Licensed Victual- 
ler. Aug 20 at 12 at the Royal Oak Hotel, High st, Wootton Bas- 
sett. Mullings and Co, Wootton Bassett 

Robertson, William Wybrow, Weybridge, Surrey, Theatrical’ 
= Aug 26 at 2 at offices of Davis, Cork st, Burlington 
gardens 

Robson, George, Hartlepool, Durham, Timber Merchant. Aug 16: 
at 3 at offices of Todd und Harrison, Town-wall, Hartlepool 

Rutherford, Thomas, Croydon, Surrey, Builder. Aug 23 at 3 at the 
Greyhound Hotel, Croydon. Pullen, Basinghall st 

Sear, Thomas, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Licensed Victualler. Aug 
19 at 11 at offices of Griffith, Lad lane, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Seller, Charles, Northleigh,{Devon, Carpenter. Aug 22 at 3 at Star 
Inn, Honiton. Tweed, Honiton 

Sharp, Robert, Manchester, Wholesale Clothier. Aug 30 at 3 at office 
of te and Edgar, st, Manchester 

Shaw, Matthew Henry, Prince Edward’s rd, Hackney Wick, 
Hardware Dealer, Aug 23 at 3 at offices of Finch, Borough Higk 


st 

Shelley, Thomas, Burslem, Hay Dealer. Aug17 at11 at offices of 
Bennett, Piccadilly bldgs, Hanley 

Short, William, Bath, Haulier, Aug 17_at 4 at offices of Titley, 


Orange grove 

Smith, Joseph, Kastbourne, Fruiterer. Aug 19 at 3 at 42, Terminus 
rd, Kastbourne, Champion and Co, Ironmonger lane 

Solomons, Morris, Quaker st, Spitalfields, Grocer, Aug 17 at 2 at 
offices of Morris, Aldermanbury Postern 


Spiers, James Thomas, Liverpool, Boatman, Aug 22 at 3 al offices 
of Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpool 

Tay'or, Edward, Huddersfield, Travelling Draper. Aug 18 at 3 ab 
« 4ces of Ainley and Hall, N lela 


ew st, Hudders 
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at 2 Thistlethwaite, William, Frizin; Bradford, Wool Broker. A 
J see tl as oftions of Tecry ami Cor Market or Deoatord 
“ Sy crag Nag a ee Be rm 
r ' i 
itre Leloester : a : ia i 
Thom; jamue! ampton, Bedford, Gardener. Aug 25 at 4at 
‘11 * . "White Hart Hotel, Shefford. ” Hooper and Co, Biggleswade 
Timms, John, Woking, Surrey, pn mer Aug 22 at 3 at Count; 
rer, ont Borough Halls, North st, Guildford. Knight White, Guild- 
* fo 
iter, Townsend, Daniel, Butlers Marston, Warwick, Farmer. Aug 25at 
alf,. lat White Lion Hotel, Banbury. Lane, Stratford-upon-Avon 
Vann, George Edward Frederick, Leicester, Fishmonger. Aug 26 
) at at 3at offices of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Waterhouse, Edwin, Hanley, Stafford, Grocer, Aug 19 at 10 at 
ter, offices of Ashmall, Albion st, Langs 4 
tel,. Wheeler, William, Crediton, Devon, Innkeeper. Aug 26 at 11 at 
offices of Fewings, Queen st, Exeter. Searle, Crediton 
x 24 Whitaker, Benjamin, Kingswinford, Stafford, Cab Proprietor. 
Aug 17 at 3 at offices of Homfray and Holberton, High st, 
rer, owas Hill 
White, Thomas Augustus, Leeds, Mortgage Broker. Aug 22 at 3at 
15- offices of Pullan, Albion st, Leeds 
Williams, Samuel, Northwood, Hanley, Stafford, Beerseller. 
ices: Aug 19 at 11 at offices of Ashmall, Albion st, Hanley 
Wood, Henry, Roath, Cardiff, Carrier. Aug 23 at 3 at Duke st, Car- 
We,. diff. Stephens, Cardiff 
Wilton, Henry, Meyrick rd, Battersea, Oil and Colour Man, 
rs. Aug 26 at 11 at High st, Wandsworth. Jones 
ic Wood, James, jun, Clark st, Stepney, Mineral Water Manufacturer. 
3 Aug 20 at 3 at offices of Wharton Nind, Arbour street, Bast 
ag Lewy gg 
Woods, John, Luton, Nurseryman. Aug 17 at 12 at Red Lion Hotel, 
208 Luton. Willis, Leighton Buzzard 
Wragg, Charles, Tunstall, Stafford, out of business. August 22 at 
ok 3 at offices of Alcock, Market st, Tunstall 
Wright, Edward, West Bromwich, Stafford, Publican, August 22 
23 at 3 at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Yates, Frederick John, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Estate Agent. Aug 
at 31 at 3 at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcester 
Yates, Samuel, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Auctioneer. Aug 31 at1l 
25 at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcester 
i —_>- ~ 
r] 
; SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
i Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
ge Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 
at The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
uy: beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Irvalids aad Children.” 
ug ; Highly commended by the entire Medica 1Press. 
Boing without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
eS seeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
at than such Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
30 fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
es — Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
ibited. 
en In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
at H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 
| : 
HEDOZONE. 
THE ORIGINAL (1876) NON-ALCOHOLIC SPARKLING 
or, é BEVERAGE. 
I EDOZONE.— MORE REFRESHING THAN 
1g CHAMPAGNE. 
19 EDOZONE. 
it. 
ul. jeanne E.—HEDOZONE IS A GRATEFUL 
iS REFRESHMENT. 
al’ tlm 
on 
16: eee WILL SUSTAIN THE WORKER, 
RE-ANIMATE THE WEARY, 
he INVIGORATE THE FEFBLE, 
AND RESTORE THE INVALID. 
aed EDOZONE. 
at 
Of Chemists, Wine Merchants, and Grocers. 
ce Manufacturers: PACKHAM & CO. (Limited), Croydon 
k, 5 
tt EDE AND 50N 
f 
ROBE Mh MAKERS 
ve BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
18 . Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of ths Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c, 
at SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
mt + BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
i CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, 









ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE for 
inserting particulars in their FREE MONTHLY REGISTER 
of ESTATES, i 


WN and yyiery | | cg Furnished or 
post-free for two stamps 
particulars 


S at their Offices, or 
) . Published on the Ist of the month, and. 
, for insertion should be sent not later than five days 
previous to end of preceding month. 
Valuations for Probate and Transfer. Surveys. 
Estate and Auction Offices, 8, Pall East, 8.W. 


AUCTION ROOMS : 


Specially for the Sale of Literary Property, Music, and Works of. 
Art, 47, LEICESTER SQUARE, LONDON, W.C. 


LO hemes PUTTICK & SIMPSON beg to announce 
that the above rooms are: open daily for the reception of 
all kinds of Literary and Art Property, Musical Collections, &c., . 
intended for Sale by Auction. Messrs. P. & 8. feel assured that the 
necessary knowledge (gained only by long experience) and the exten- 
sive connection enjoyed by their firm will be a sufficient guarantee 
to solicitors and others that such property entrusted to their care 
will be arranged for sale in the most advantageous manner. 

Valuations for Probate or Legacy Duty, or for Public or Private: 
EstaBLisHED (IN PrccapI“LLY) 1794. 





Sale. 


WARBURTON ROAD and MARE STREET, HACKNEY. 
WARBURTON ARMS WINE and SPIRIT ESTABLISHMENT 


R. WALTER KNIGHT is instructed by the 

It Mortgagees to SELL the above VALUABLE PROPERTY 
at MASONS’ HALL TAVERN, Masons’ Avenue, Basinghall-street, 
on TUESDAY, AUGUST 23, at ONE o’clock p.m. 

Auction Offices, 104, Great Russell-street, W.C. 

PECKHAM PARK ROAD, OLD KENT ROAD. 

Valuable Leasehold Premises, being the MAISMORE ARMS, situate 

atthe junction of five thoroughfares ; also the House adjoining the 

same. 


NAR. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL the above 

L by AUCTION, atthe MASONS’ HALL TAVERN, Masons’ 

Avenue, Basinghall-street, on TUESDAY, AUGUST 23, at ONE p.m. 
Auction Offices, 104, Great Russell-street, W.C. 


OTTING HILL GATE.—Upper Part of House, 

two or four rooms, to be Let with immediate possession ; good 

situation and well-adapted for offices for a legal gentleman. Two 

minutes from railway.—Apply to Gro. L. Drxon, 168, High-street, 
Notting Hill, W. 


XO SOLICITORS and Others.—A Fine Block 
of OFFICES in Chancery-lane to be Sold at about half their- 
value.—Apply to Messrs. Prior & Newson, 57, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


WANTED, after the Long Vacation, an Experi- 
enced Unadmitted Managing Clerk in Chancery Division 
Practice.—Apply to A. B., care of Mr. Eyre, Law Stationer, 14, 
New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., stating full particulars of former 
employment, salary required, &c. 


NEXPENSIVE EDUCATION for Sons of Gen- 

tlemen.—Two or more brothers received in a High-class School 

at twenty-four guineas per annum each. Everything good and 

thorough, education, diet, care, &c.—Address, Rev. WARDEN, care 
of Mr. Berry, 29, Paternoster-square, E.C. 























LONDON GAZETTE (nes by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 

of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special inser- 
tion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped forms fo 
advertisement and file of ‘* London Gazette” kept. By appointmen 


‘THE CHURCH PREFERMENT GAZETTE 

(issued Monthly), containing full particulars of Advowsons, 
Presentations, &c., for Sale, together with useful advice to pur- 
chasers, should be referred to by every purchaser. Edited by Mr. 
W. EMERY STARK (Associate Institute of Actuaries, F.R.G.S..,. 
gh Se ge (enclosing six stamps), Messrs. W. Eugry Starx- 
3, ford-street, Strand. 














THE PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, AND FINAL 
EXAMINATIONS OF THE LAW SOCIETY. 


R. ALBERT GIBSON, Solicitor (Honours), 
Author of “‘ Aids to the Final,” “ Aids to the Intermediate,” 
“Complete Guide to Stephen’s Commentaries,” &¢., &c., holds. 
classes for these Examinations throughout the year, except during 
a few weeks in Summer. Students should join three months 
before their Examination. Fee 12 guineas, Students are also care- 
fully prepared by means of correspondence through the post. For 
full particulars apply to 35, Southampton-buildi: Chancery-lane. 
([V.B.—At the last Final (June, 1831) ow ; 


thet Pricemen 
passed, and at the Honours Examination 2 of the 6 emen 
were pupils of Mr. Gibson, and 2 other pupils were in the list. 
This makes 62 successful out of 67 sent up this year, and 17 
—— in Honours, including a Ind, 3rd, 6th, and rth 
man. 


Prize- 
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‘Early application is inviten HE Shares in the 
LAW 


‘STATIONERY, 


LITHOGRAPHIC & "GENERAL PRINTING COMPANY, Luarreo: 





Capital £25,000 in 25,000 Shares of £1 each.—2s. 6d. on Application, 28. 6d. on Allotment. The remainder 
in Calls of 2s. 6d. each, if required, at intervals of not less than one month. 











a 


oy EDWARD LEE, F.S as 157, New Bond-street, London, W. 
. JENKIN JONES, Esq., 2, Storey’ s-gate, Westminster, 8.W. 


B. MATTHEWS, Esgq., 57, Chancery 


8. 
. 8. MORRELL, Esq., 2, mene ace, Russell-square, W 
ane, W.C, 


wer to add to their number. 


BANKERS —THE 
AUDITOR. Miron 


ith 

NATIONAL 1 Pi OVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND, Lincoln’s Inn Branch. 
, Lincoln’s-inn-chambers, 40, CG 

RUTARY (pro TeM).—Mr. J. F. WINGRAVE. 


hancery-lane, W.C. 


OFFICES. NEw COURTS CHAMBERS, 57 and 58, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





PROSPECTUS. 


This Company is started to extend to Professional and Business 
Men in the several branches of its undertaking the advantages of 
~excellence and economy now generally offered to the public in most 
other commodities. It offers to Solicitors, Bankers, Accountants, 
Engineers, Architects, Public Companies, and Mercantile Houses a 
means, not only of acquiring at the lowest rates all the various 
articles included in the term ‘“‘ Stationery,” bat also of obtaining 
through its channel economically and expeditiously, because at 
JSirst hand, Printing, Lithographing, Engraving, Copying, Draught- 
ing, and other works required. 

The Company is prepared, as the subjoined particulars show, to 
enable its customers to effect a considerable economy, and is able 
with confidence to offer to Investors a safe and satisfactory return 
for their capital. It is estimated that for Printing the prices will be 
15 to 25 per cent. less than those usually charged; for Copying 25 
per cent. less ; for Draughting and Engineers’ work 25 per cent. ; and 
for Law and general Manufactured Stationery from 15 to 25 per cent. 

The following list shows the various departments into which the 
work of the Company is classed : 

1, Law Stationery, Copying and Engrossing, Special Bank- 
ruptey and Judicature Forms. 

2. Drawing Materials and all requisites for the offices of 
Architects, Engineers, and Surveyors. 

3, General Banking and Commercial Stationery, including all 
Stationery Forms for Companies. 

4, Letterpress Printing. 

5. Lithographic Printing. 

6 Author’s Copying, Publishing, and Advertising. 

Solicitors may rest assured that punctuality, secrecy, and dis- 
patch will be the invariable rule in the Law Stationery Department, 
which will include a large assortment of original and revised Legal 
Forms printed in new and specially selected type. 





Authors and other engaged in literary pursuits will findin th 
working of the Company every advantage. 

The Material used by the company is procured at i hand, and 
upon special terms from the Manufacturers, and of this arrange- 
ment the Shareholders have the full benefit. 

The Founder, a gentleman of large experience in every branch of 
the Stationery, Printing, and Publishing Businesses, whose services. 
have been secured as Manager, transfers to the company the 
suitable premises now occupied by him, and agrees to find all 
legal and other expenses up to allotment in consideration of re- 
ceiving £500 in cash and one thousand fully paid-up shares of the 
Company. Save as above no promotion money has or will be 


ld, 

In the event of no allotment being made, the deposit will be. re- 
turned in full without deduction. 

Shareholders desiring to discharge their whole liability at once 
can pay up their shares in full, and will receive interest at 5 per cent, 
per annum on the uncalled capital. 

The only agreement is one dated the 3rd day of June, 1881, 
carrying out the above-~ tioned arr which can be seen 
together with the Memorandum and Articles of Association at the 
Offices of the Company. 








Form or Appiication ror SHARES, 
To the Directors. 
Gentlemen,—Having paid to your Bankers the sum of e 
being the deposit upon application for shares, I 
request you to allot me that number. 
Name ..ccco-coces -cocse 
Address . 
Profession or occupation 
Date .oscccrcccceeses Usual Signature . 


hereby 




















UN FIBE OFFICE. 


THREADNEEDLE Street, E.C. Cxartne Cross, S.W. 
Oxrorp Srrzxt (Corner of Vere-street), W. 
EstaBLisHED 1710, 

Home and Foreign Insurances Effected. 

Sum insured in 1880, £262,745,653. 

LIGHTNING LOSSES, whether by Fire or Concussion, admitted. 

FRANCIS B. RELTON, Secretary. 


ee eRe 4h LIFE OFFICE. 
Founpep 1806. 


50, REGENT STREET, and 1 14, CORNHILL, LONDON. 





Existing Assurances @xceed .. oe oe «+ £6,500,000 
Invested Funds .. ee ee . oe oe» 2,124,711 
Annual Income .. oe ee oe ee es 279,852 
Claims Paid exceed oo oe oo es a» 6,500,000 


Bonuses Declared. . oe ee eo 


During the past year (1830) each main item has shown improve- 
ment upon the preceding year. 


: 1879. 1890. 
New Premiums oe oe os £15,172 £18,845 
Ineome .. oo oo oe 273,684 279, 852 
Invested Funds.. oe oo 2,077,215 2, 124; 711 


CHARLES STEVENS Secretary. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
4 COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to upwards of 
£1,600,000 sterling. 
Chairman—Jamzs Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith- 
building, Temple. 
nan yep orate ee, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solici- 
r, 44, Lincoln’ 8-inn-fields, 
Every description ” Fire and Life Insurance business transacted- 
Whole World and Unconditional Life Policies granted at a slightly 
increased rate of Premium. 


Policies of Inewrance granted against the contingenc Issue 
at moderate rates of Premium. ‘a pata’ 


Advances bom on Mortgage of Life Interest and Reversions, 
whether absol 


Prospectus, Copies of the Accounts as deposited with the Board 
<f Trade, and every information sent on application to 


FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 

















Cee Um paul ASSURANCE OOM. 


FIRE-—LIFE.- MARINE. 
Our Orrioes: 19 anp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, EC. 
West Env Orrices: 49 PALL MALL, LONDON, S.W. 


fPHE CITY OF LONDON FIRE INSURANCF 
COMPANY (LIMITED). 
Heap Orrice: 101, CHEAPSIDE, E.C. 
Capital, £1, 000,000. Paid i £100,000. 
Claims promptly settled. 
Alderman HENRY E. KNIGHT, Chairman, 
L. C. PHILLIPS, General Manager. 


ESTABLISHED 1851, 


IRKBECO K BAN K.— 
Southampton Buildings, Chancery Lane. 

Current Accounts opened aecording to the usual practice ot other 
Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum month!y balances when 
not drawn below £25. No commission charged for keeping Accounts, 
The Bank also receivesmoney on Deposit at Three per cent, Interest, 
repayable on demand. The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
charge, the custody of Deeds, Writings, and other Securities and Valu- 
ables ; the collection of Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and 
the purchase and sale ot Stocks and Shares. Letters of Credit and 
Circular Notes issued. 

A Pamphlet, with full particulars, on application. 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 














3let March, 1880. 


S! GEORGE’S HOSPITAL MEDICAL SCHOOL. 
HYDE PARK CORNER, W. 


, Winter Session will commence on Monday, October 3rd, with 
an Introductory Address by Mr. J. Warrington Haward, at 4 p.m. 

The William Brown £100 and £40 Exhibitions are open to al 
Perpetual Students. 

The Two Brackenbury Prizes of £30 each, Sir Charles Clarke’s 
Prize, The Thompson Medal, The Treggurer’ s, Brodie, Acland, 
Johnson, and General Proficiency Prizes are open to all Students. 

The appointments of House Physician and House Surgeon, of 
which there are four tenable each for one year, are awarded by com- 

tition, and no charge is made by the Governors of the Hos} for 

oard or ence, 

Clerkships and Dresserships and all the minor appointments are 
given without extra fees. 

A Prospectus of the School and further information may be ob- 
tained by personal application between 1 and 3 p.m., or by letter 
nddresved to Tur Duan, at the Hospital, 
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